4, 1896. 


[ Vol. 40.] 383 








EQUITY AND LAW LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.-C. 





Chairman—JOHN M. OLABON, Esa. 
Deputy-Chairman—Ricut Hon. GEORGE DENMAN. 





pidescription of Assurances upon Lives granted. 

Mglicies can be made. Whole-world and Unconditional. 

t stringent Tables have been used in Valuing the Socicty’s 
jabilities, and most ample Reserve made. Nine-tentks of the 
ofits are divided among the Assured. 


PREMIUM INCOME - . - £258,598. 
: ASSETS EXCEED .- - - £2,900,000. 
» In 1895, £293,195 was Divided among Policy-holders. 
Actuary and Secretary—A. F. BURRIDGE. 


MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 


DON - MIDLAND GRAND - St. Pancras Station, N.W. 
i (Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’ s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 
a and Law Courts, &c. ’ Buses to ali parts every minute. Close to 
4 King’s Cross Metropolitan Railway Station. The New Venetian 

Rooms are available for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration 


Meetings, &c. 
ADELE ET Close to Central (Midland) Station. 
MIDLAND Excellent Restaurant. 
QUEEN’S In Centre of Town. — 


j MIDLAND 
CAMBE - LAND . Golf. 
" Tariffs on Application. Telegraphic aon “ Midotel.” 





WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS X 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
e: “To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 





LICENSED PROPERTY 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
ble clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 


1E LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


BGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
: SOCIETY. 








; ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


10, 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


TOTAL ASSETS, £3,000,000. INCOME, £355,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
F Assurances in force, TEN MILLIONS. 


TRUSTEES. 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY (Lord Chancellor of England). 
| The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWIOH. 

“Me Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.0., D.O.L. 

& RICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 

WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





VOL. XL., No. 23. ; - 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, APRIL 4, 1896. 





Contents. 





Current Topics 

Tae In.ecauity oF PickeTING 
LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS .......s000000 
Reviews 

CO. 








CrepitTors’ Notices 
Bayxrurtoy Norticrs. 





387 
asz | 
Law Srupents’ Journau | 





Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. In the Weekly Reporter. 


A Solicitor, Re. Ex parte The Incor- Arbitration between the Mayor, &e., of 
: Burslem and the County Council of 
porated Law Society Staffordshire, In re 
M’Keown v. The Boudard Peveril Gear 4 “ 

Common Petroleum Engine Co., In re. 
Paterson v. Gas Light and Coke Co. ... 388 
Reg. v. Horace Smith, Esq., and Jenkins v. 358 
Kingston Cotton Mill Co. (No. 2), In re 363 
Lynde v. Anglo-Italian Hemp Spinning 
Bay, IM F0.....ccrccccesoccee -geves ssveosseceseocsee GOO 
Reg. v. Stewart, Ex parte Burnham... 363 


8., A Solicitor, Re. Ex parte The 
Incorporated Law Society ... 

Webber, Re. Gribble v. Webber......... 288 

Wood’s Patent Brick Co. v. Cloke ...... 390 











CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE sTATED a month ago that it would be no matter for sur- 
prise if one of the chief clerks of the Chancery Judges were to 
be appointed to the office of Taxing Master vacated by the 
retirement of Mr. Bucktey, and it is now announced that Mr. 
Atrrep Rawutnsoy, chief clerk to Mr. Justice Norrs, has 
received the appointment. 





A RECENT contest concerning the incidence of estate duty 
afforded an opportunity, which unfortunately was not utilised, 
for investigating a point of executorship law left in some 
obscurity by the oracle of that lore usually, and in most cases 
profitably, resorted to by modern lawyers. . In the case referred 
to, « testator having bequeathed leaseholds specifically, his resid- 
uary legatees asked for a declaration that the specific legatee 
was bound to bear a rateable share of the estate duty. In order 
to prove their right to the declaration it was necessary for them 
to shew that the specifically bequeathed leaseholds did ‘not 
pass to the executor as such,” and Mr, Justice Kexewicu 
refused the application (Re Culverhouse, ante, p. 374), He relied 
on @ passage in Williams on Executors, to the effect that a term 
of years specifically devised will, in the first instance, vest in 
the executor (9th ed., p. 600; see also p. 1272, and Part IL., 
Book II., where the earlier authorities are cited). In anote on p. 
802, however, Mr. Justice Witt1aMs wrote: ‘The general rule 
certainly is that, at law, the title to any specific thing bequeathed 
vests, upon the assent of the executor, absolutely in the legatee, 
so as to enable him to bring an action of ejectment for a chattel 
leasehold, or trover for the goods which are the subject of the 
legacy.” This passage does not appear to bave been brought 
to the attention of the court in the recent case, and it is much 
to be desired—especially in view of the possible future extension 
to land of the executors’ title to and power over chattels —that 
the above-mentioned ambiguous deliverances should be con- 
sidered and the law ascertained. The executors’ power of dis- 
position over all personalty is undoubted ; but the question is, 
whether a specific legatee does not, like a devisee, derive title 
immediately from the testator, and not through the executur (if 
any); whether the executor or administrator does not correspond 
in character with the heir? By the common law, it is said, every 
person might demise his goods and chattels, though they were 
chattels real (Com. Dig., Tit. Devise, A, citing 1 Rol. 609, 1. 5). 
That the question is important is shewn by the above-mentioned 
case. 





ing both for the amount of 


Tue Krirson libel case is i 
the 


nteresting 
the damages—£12,000— which the jury awarded to 
23 


EP ne 
CR ele 





384 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








laintiff, and for the question of privilege which was inci- 
entally raised, though not decided. The libel complained of 
was one in which the defendant, Dr. Puiayrarr, attributed 
adultery to Mrs. Kitson, and, as a consequence of the libel, she 
lost an allowance of £400 a year which had been voluntarily 
made to her by her brother-in-law, Sir Jamzs Kirson. Dr. 
Puayratir’s opinion of her adultery was formed solely upon the 
result of medical examination of Mrs. Krirson while in 
professional attendance upon her, added to the fact that she had 
not been in the society of her husband for over a year. At the 
trial he did not justify the libel, and the jury therefore had no 
“issue concerning Mrs, Kirson’s conduct directly before them. It 
was material, however, to consider whether Dr. PLayrarr’s 
opinion was justifiable, and this let in the evidence of an eminent 
specialist that, having regard to Mrs. Kirson’s abnormal medi- 
cal history, the facts as stated by Dr. Piayrarr were quite con- 
sistent with her innocence. On the other hand, Dr. PLayrarr, 
when pressed as to the possibility of his having been mistaken, 
‘reiterated his first opinion, and asserted that it could not be 
changed by the evidence of doctors who had not been present. 
Practically the verdict of the jury—or rather the amount of 
damages they awarded—was an emphatic indorsement of Mrs. 
Kirson’s innocence, and probably the result was not a little 
influenced by the fact that Dr. Prayrarr formed his opinion, 
and communicated it first to his wife and then to Sir James 
Kitson, her brother, solely on the knowledge he had gained as 
a doctor, and without giving Mrs. Kirson any opportunity for 
explanation. Apart from the medical aspect of her case there 
was no suspicion whatever attaching to her. The opinions of 
eminent specialists, whatever their department may be, are 
doubtless valuable, but even the calculations of a specialist may 
be upset by abnormal conditions. The defence raised by 
Dr. yrarrR was that the communication he had made 
‘was privileged, and evidence was offered as to the cir- 
cumstances under which a medical man is entitled to use 
information which he has obtained in the course of his prac- 
tice. He is entitled, it was said, to make use of it for the 
protection of his wife and children, and this was the ground on 
which Dr. Piayrarr justified the statement to his wife of his 
opinion as to Mrs. Krirson’s conduct. He is bound, it was 
further said, to communicate to the authorities any information 
tending to shew that a crime has been or is about to be commit- 
ted. As to the first point, the alleged privilege may possibly exist. 
But in the present case it was not shewn that Dr. Prayrare 
might not very well have gained his object without sacrificing 
Mrs. Krrson, and, at any rate, it is not easy to see how the 
alleged privilege could cover the communication to Sir Jamzs 
Krrson, which was the real matter complained of. In the 
result it became unnecessary to give any decision on Dr. 
Prayrair’s plea of privilege, because the jury found he had 
acted from indirect motive, and hence the privilege, if it 
existed, was excluded. 





Tue Decision of the Court of Appeal in Kemp v. Lester (ante, 
p. 371) sanctions the practice under which a mortgagee to 
whom the mortgagor has attorned tenant can, if circumstances 
render it necessary, recover possession of the mortgaged pre- 
mises by means of a writ specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 
6 (¥). The rule provides that the writ may be specially indorsed 
in actions for the recovery of land by a landlord against a tenant 
whose term has expired or has been duly determined by notice 
to quit. In substance this is a continuation of the earlier pro- 
visions of 1 Geo. 4, c. 87, and section 213 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852, and it was held that under those enact- 
ments the summary procedure was not available in cases where 
the term had expired by reason of forfeiture: Doe v. Sharpley 
(15 M. & W. 558). Hence for the sake of preserving continuity 
of practice, the Court of Appeal in Arden v. Boyce (42 W. R. 
354; 1894, 1 Q. B. 796) placed the same limitation on ord. 3, r. 
6 (F), and, consequently, in cases where the landlord claims that 
the term has expired by reason of a forfeiture, he must recover 
possession by a writ indorsed in the ordinary manner. In Kemp 
v. Lester a mortgage had been made to secure £2,500 and 
interest at £4 pe -ent., and by the mortgage deed the 


year at the rent of £100, but it was provided that the mort 
gagee might, without giving any previous notice, enter ; 
possession and determine the tenancy created by the atto; 
Default having been made in the payment of inte 
mortgagee claimed to enter, and the question arose whether hig 
entry was for a forfeiture, or upon the expiration of the 
apart from forfeiture. The Court of Appeal took the latte 
view, and consequently the mortgagee was entitled to 
upon a specially-indorsed writ. It is to be noticed that unde 
the mortgage deed the default in payment of interest was not, 
condition precedent to the right of entry. The proviso gay 
the mortgagee an absolute right of entry at any moment, thus 
converting the primd facie tenancy from year to year into 
a tenancy at will. Upon the mortgagee’s “ will” 
terminated, the term of the tenancy expired, and the caso wag 
within the words of the rule. The right of the mortgages ty 
assume by agreement with the mortgagor the position of land. 
lord, and so gain the advantage of summary procedure, hag 
been recognized for many years (Daubuz v. Lavington, 32 W. R. 
772, 13 Q. B. D. 347; Hall v. Comfort, 35 W. R. 48, 18 Q. B.D, 
11), and the present decision shews that it is not affected by the 
principle of Arden v. Boyce. 





PERSONS INTERESTED in registration law will find the cage of 
Soutter v. Roderick (44 W. R. 205; 1896, 1 Q. B. 91), an 
instructive one. Section 28, sub-section 13, of the Parliamen: 
Registration Act, 1878, enacts that the revising barrister shall 
not be at liberty to change the description of the qualification 
as it appears on the list [of claimants or voters] except for the 
purpose of more clearly and accurately defining the same. The 
Registration Order of the 8th of March, 1895, Schedule 3, Part 
I., clause 17, provides that ‘the nature of the qualification 
shall be entered [in the lists of claims and of voters] as nearly 
as possible in accordance with the words of the statute conferri 
the qualification—for instance, the nature of a househo 
qualification shall be stated thus, ‘dwelling-house’ ; or in the 
case of successive occupation, ‘dwelling-house (successive),’” 
A notice of claim for a household qualification in a borough was 
in the following terms: ‘(Third column) Nature of the 
qualification—Dwelling house” ; ‘‘(Fourthcolumn) Description 
of the qualifying property—69, Richmond-road, 3, Hamilton- 
square.” The claimant had, in fact, occupied during the 
qualifying period in immediate succession the two houses speci- 
fied in the fourth column. The claim having been objected to, 
the Queen’s Bench Division (the Lord Chief Justice, Granruam, 
and VaveHan Wix1iams, JJ.) held: (1) that on the reasonable 
construction of the claim as it stood, it must be taken to bea 
claim for successive occupation of the two houses specified in 
the fourth column; (2) that having regard to the Registration 
Order, the claim ought to have contained the word ‘‘ (succes- 
sive)” after “ dwelling-house”’ in the third column ; and (3) that 
this was an omission which the barrister could, and ought, to 
amend. Assuming the decision of the court to have bean right 
on the first point, their decision on the other two points is 
manifestly sound and reasonable. To have held otherwise 
would have been “ for a tricksy word to defy the matter.” But 
the correctness of the decision on the first point is at least open 
to doubt, and was, in fact, strongly doubted by Vavenan 
Wiu1ams, J., himself. The Lord Chief Justice, as to this 
point, said: ‘The claimant could not qualify by occupation of 
two houses, except by reason of successive occupation, 
therefore the fair interpretation of the claim seems to me to be 
that it is one for successive occupation. It was contended that 
the claim might be regarded as being for occupation of one or 
other of the two houses during the qualifying period. But even 
if that be so (which I do not think) then one or other of the two 
houses is surplusage, and the barrister would have to amend by 
striking out one or other, so as to make it clear in respect of 
which the qualification was claimed.” Thig obiter dictum was 
possibly thrown out by the Lord Chief Justice by way of kindly 
light and guidance to revising barristers; but it will be hardly 
safe for them to act on it, having regard to the remarks 
contained in the subsequent judgment of Vavenan Wix11aMs, J. 
Indeed, one is irresistibly reminded of Lord Bowen’s com- 
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jp their home-roosting propensities. Vavanan Witiams, J., 
gid, ‘I wish to record my dissent from the proposition that 
when the description of the claim is equally applicable to one 

ification as to another, the revising barrister has power to 
amend or ought to amend”; and he further observed, ‘‘I am 
not at all sure myself that many a reasonable man would not 
read this qualification as being a qualification by occupation of 
g dwelling-house at 69, Richmond-road, by a person occupying 
at the date of the claim, 3, Hamilton-square.” Registration 

ts will therefore do well in future to follow closely the 
gatutory forms of the Registration Order ; and should bear in 
nind Hamlet’s self-admonition, ‘‘ We must speak by the card, 
or equivocation will undo us.” 





Iy THE PRESENT state of legal business it especially behoves 
members of the legal profession to look after their interests or 
they will find their privileges very considerably curtailed. For 
instance, the Military Manoeuvres Bill now before Parliament 

vides that the court of arbitration shall not be bound to 

any solicitor, but any person may appear by himself or by 

some agent authorized by himin writing; and the Benefices Bill 
does not make any provision for barristers or solicitors to be 
heard before the tribunal proposed by the Bill. This brings us 
to a statement to which our attention has been called, from 
which it appears that the Vestry of St. Margaret and St. John, 
Westminster, requires a solicitor, some of the duties of the office 
being as follows :—To attend meetings and advise the vestry, 
the overseers, or any committee, sub-committee, deputation, or 
delegates when requested to do so in writing by the vestry clerk ; 
togive his opinion in writing on any question or point sub- 
nitted to him by any of the above-mentioned bodies ; to advise 
any or all of the officers of the vestry upon any points or ques- 
tions upon which they or any of them may find it necessary to 
take legal advice in the course of or in connection with their 
official duty; to attend the police court, the petty sessions, 
special sessions, quarter sessions, assessment sessions, county 
court, or any division of the High Oourt, or any other court 
whatsoever ; to conduct, with the assistance of counsel when 
required by the rules of the court or otherwise, or defend 
every action, suit, or proceeding brought or taken by or 
against the vestry, the overseers, or any of its committees, 
and by or against any of its officers on any matter arising in 
the discharge of their respective duties ; to prepare all notices, 
evidence, instructions, briefs, affidavits, declarations, cr other 
documents required for any of the proceedings before men- 
tioned ; to draw cases for the opinion of counsel, and to draw 
and settle special cases, and to act with the assistance of counsel 
as the advocate of the vestry or its officers in connection there- 
with ; to Yaga and advise upon all drafts, mortgages, and to 
conduct the conveyancing business of the vestry; to qualify 
himself and to act as parliamentary agent to the vestry; and 
several other services are also mentioned as to be done by the 
solicitor. For all the services above enumerated the “‘ retaining 
fee” or salary is to be at the rate of £250 per annum, and is 
to include the provision by the solicitor of all clerical assistance 
for the prompt conduct of the vestry’s business, so 

that the only additional payments will be the actual disburse- 
ments out of pocket. The engagement is to be during the pleasure 
of the vestry, and will be determinable at any time ’ three 
months’ notice on either side, and will be on the express condi- 
tion that the solicitor appointed shall not have or make any 
dlaim for compensation for loss of office or for any cause what- 
soever. The solicitor must, in addition, immediately upon his 
appointment, provide, and subsequently maintain ughout 
tenure of appointment, an office for the transaction of the 
Vestry’s business within one of the wards of the parish. What 
would be left for the solicitor after providing offices and clerks 
does not — clear, but it would seem that all that would 
be left would be the honour and glory of being solicitor to a 


vestry, 





Ir ts mwporTanr upon a sale of leasehold property for the 
vendor, before the contract is made, to give the aser full 


held. Otherwise, if the lease contains onerous covenants, he 


may find it impossible to enforce the contract. In Hyde v. 
Warden (3 Ex. D. 72) it was urged that an intending under- 
lessee must, by merely contracting for an underlease, be taken 


to have constructive notice of the provisions of the original 
lease, but it was held by the Court of Appeal that no such rule 
could be applied unless the underlessee had first had a fair 
opportunity of acquainting himself with the provisions of the 
lease. The same question arose in Reeve v. Berridge (20 Q. B. 
D. 523) with reference to a contract for the assignment of a 
lease, and was decided in the same way, the court observing 
that there was no distinction between the two cases. In each 
the purchaser must know that his vendor can confer on him 
no interest except subject to the covenants contained in the 
lease, and the effect of notice must therefore be alike in both 
cases. The result of that decision, following, as it did, Hyde v. 
Warden, is to throw on the vendor the duty of disclosing his 
title to the purchaser ; and it is not for the purchaser to come 
to the vendor inquiring for documents. ‘There is great prac- 
tical convenience,” said Fry, L.J., in delivering the judgment 
of the court, “‘in requiring the vendor, who knows his own 
title, to disclose all that is necessary to protect himself 
rather than in requiring the 4 wag to demand an inspection 
of the vendor’s title-deed before entering into a contract, a 
demand which the owners of property would in some cases be 
unwilling to concede, and which is not, in our opinion, in © 
accordance with the usual course of business in sales by private 
contract.”” The recent decision of Srrruine, J., in Re White and 
Smith’s Contract (ante, p. 373), shews that the rule must be 
taken to be the same in sales.by publicauction. There, upon the 
sale of leaseholds, the particulars and conditions contained no 
statement as to the nature of the covenants in the lease, nor any 
notice that the lease might be inspected at the office of the ven- 
dors’ solicitors or elsewhere. In point of fact the lease was open to 
inspection at the office of the solicitors prior to the sale, and the 
vendors, alleging that this was in accordance with the usual 
custom, contended that the purchaser was aware of the custom, 
and must therefore be taken to have had constructive notice of 
the contents of the lease. Srieuine, J., however, declined to 
whittle down in this way the rule that it is for the vendor to 
disclose his title, and he held that the purchaser had not had a 
fair opportunity of inspecting the lease. Hence the purchaser 
obtained rescission of the contract. In all such cases the 
particulars or conditions should state expressly when and where 
the lease can be inspected. 





A NOVEL point was argued in the case of Jsaacs v. Chinery, 
which was lately tried as a short cause by Mr. Justice 


GrantHam. The issue in dispute arose from the sale last year 
under an order in lunacy of the business of one F. H. D., 
trading as F. H. D. & Co., who some ten years ago was found 
by inquisition to be a person of unsound mind. The court 
appointed a committee to carry on this business for the benefit 
of the lunatic, and for the last five years prior to the sale the 
defendant, Mr. Curnery, had acted in that capacity under an 
order of the court. 
mittedly a balance of some £25 due to the plaintiffs, Messrs. 
Isaacs & Sons, for goods delivered and wor 
Master in Lunacy having decided, for reasons not here material, 
to defer making payments from the estate, the —_ sought 
to make the defendant personally liable for the se 

their account. It was contended on the plaintiffs’ behalf that 
they had supplied the goods invoiced in their ledger to F’. H. D. 
& Co. upon the personal credit of the defendant as manager of 
the lunatic’s business. In support of this contention, counsel 
argued that there was no difference between the position of a 
committee and that of a receiver and manager, for both were 
appointed by the court to carry on the business of a person who 
for some reason or other was unable to do so for himself. On 
the other hand, the defendant contended that, being only a 
committee, he was merely in the position of a bailiff, and as the 
assets of the business were not v 
any personal liability to the creditors of the business. It was 
submitted also that the goods in question, as others in previous 
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the business, and consequently that they must look for indemnity 
to the assets of the business. The learned judge gave judg- 
ment in favour of the defendant, on the ground that the 
plaintiffs had executed the work and delivered the goods on the 
credit of the firm, and therefore that the committee—who was, 
in his opinion, in the position of a bailiff merely—was not 
As this was a test action, and raised a 
question of considerable importance to commercial men, who 
often from the exigencies of business are unable before they 
execute orders to ascertain whether the manager of a particular 
business has been appointed by the court as a receiver or 
merely as a committee, costs were allowed on the High Court 
scale. During the arguments it was stated that there was not a 
single reported case of an action brought to make the committee 


ly liable. 


of a lunatic perscnally liable. 


THE ILLEGALITY OF PICKETING. 


Tue judgment of the Court of Appeal in Lyons § Sons v. Wilkins 
(ante, p. 372) is interesting as being apparently the first decision 
i i In other 
trade-union cases which have occurred recently the courts have 
. interfered to prevent pressure being put upon employers by 


in a civil proceeding upon the legality of picketing. 


holding that members of trade unions who adopt this course are 


actuated by malice in the technical sense of the term. Thus in 
Temperton v. Russell (41 W. R. 565; 1893, 1 Q. B. 715) it was 


held that workmen who induce others to break their contracts 
with the employer, or who induce others not to enter into con- 
tracts, with a view to compel the employer to accede to trade- 
union terms, commit an actionable wrong, the necessary element 
of “ malice ” being involved in the mere interference with the 
employer’s liberty of action. The same idea was prominent also 
in v. Jackson (43 W. R. 453; 1895, 2 Q. B. 21), a case now 
awaiting judgment in the House of Lords, and it was relied upon 
by Norrs, J., when he granted an injunction in the present 
case of Lyons & Sons v. Wilkins. It is not mentioned, however, 
in the judgments delivered in the Court of Appeal, the decision 
there being based solely on the illegality of picketing. 

In respect of picketing, the Legislature, which has done so 
much to assist trade unions, has declined to countenance their 
methods of warfare. Formerly it was recognized that any com- 
bination among workmen to raise wages was criminal, although 
@ vigorous protect against the existence of any such doctrine at 
common law was made by Lord Campzett, O.J., in Hilton v. 
Eckersley (6 E. & B., p. 62); but the rule was relaxed by 6 Geo. 
4, ce. 129, and it was finally abolished by the successive enact- 
ments of the Trade Union Act, 1871, s. 2, and the Conspiracy 
and Protection of Property Act, 1875, s.3. Under the Act of 
1871 the purposes of a trade union are not, by reason merely 
that they are in restraint of trade, to be deemed to be unlawful, 
so as torender any member of the trade union liable to criminal 
prosecution for conspiracy or otherwise ; and under the Act of 


1875 an agreement or combination by two or more persons to do | . 


or procure to be done any act in contemplation cr furtherance 
of a trade dispute between employers om workmen is not to be 
indictable as a conspiracy, if such act committed by one person 
would not be punishable as a crime. 

Bat although the statute 6 Geo. 4, c. 129, recognized that 
combinations on the of workmen to raise wages were not 
necessarily punishable as crimes, it contained a specific prohibition 
of any attempt to coerce an employer by violence, intimidation, 
or molestation aimed at any person, whether the employer, or a 
fellow workman, or otherwise. And this, as yes peaaied out by 
Besxwzit, B., in 1867, in Reg. v. Druitt (10 Cox. ©. C., p. 
601), was simply a declaration of the existing law. The public, 
he said, had an interest in the way in which a man disposed of 
his industry and capital, and if two or more persons conspired 





should, by reason merely of his endeavouring peaceably anf 
in a reasonable manner, and without threat or intimidag 
direct or indirect, to persuade others to cease or abstain from 
work in order to obtain a specified rate of wages or alters. 
tion of hours of work, be deemed to be guilty of moles 
tation within the meaning of the statute. Here, 
there was an express legalization of persuasive methods, and 
possibly, too, a legalization of picketing so long as the pickety 
confined themselves to such methods. Hence in Reg. v. Dpyitg 
(supra) BraMwELt, B., said he was of opinion that if picket 
could be done in a way which excited no reasonable alarm, op 
did not coerce or annoy those who were the subject of it it 
would be no offence in law. It was perfectly lawful for work. 
men to endeavour to persuade persons who had not hitherto 
acted with them to do so, provided that persuasion did not take 
the shape of compulsion or coercion. 

It will be seen that this statement of the law assumes that the 
picketing does not coerce the employer, but as all picketing has 
this result for its object, it is possible that Bramweut, B, 
intended only to exclude picketing which produced in the 
employer the immediate fear of injury. Picketing is merely one 
mode of making a strike effectual, and the sole object of the 
strike is to coerce the master into carrying on his business in a 
manner agreeable to the workmen. But even if Baron Bray. 
WELL’s statement of the law is to be taken as a declaration in 
favour of peaceable ‘picketing, its legality was soon afterwards 
put an end to by the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1871, 
Section 1 of this Act forbade molestation or obstruction with 
a view to coerce a master to alter the mode of carrying on his 
business, and molestation and obstruction were defined to 
include the watching or besetting of the business premises of the 
employer. Under this statute therefore picketing, although for 
the purpose of persuasion of other workmen, became a criminal 
offence, if the object was the coercion of the employer. In Ry, 
v. Hibbert (13 Cox. C. C. 82) Crzassy, B., seems to have tho 
that picketing might, under some circumstances, still be la 
“ Picketing,” he said, “that is, the watching and speaking to 
the workmen as they come and go from their employment to 
induce them to leave their service, is not necessarily unlawful; 
nor is it unlawful to use terms of persuasion towards them to 
ae that object; but if the watching and besetting is 
carried on to such a length and to such an extent that it 
occasions a dread of loss, it would be unlawful.” But, as 
already pointed out, the object of the picketing is necessarily 
the coercion of the master by making it impossible for him to 
carry on his business in his own way, and under the statute it 
seems to have become altogether unlawful. 

The above provisions have been repealed, and the ‘matter is 
now governed by the Conspiracy and Protection of Property 
Act, 1875. Section 7 provides that ‘‘every person who, witha 
view to compel any other person to abstain from doing or to do 
any act which such other person has a legal right to door 
abstain from doing, wrongfully and without legal authority 
(4) watches or besets the house or other place where 
such other person resides, or works, or carries on business, of 
happens to be, or the approach to such house or place,” shall, 
on conviction, be liable to the penalty specified. The section 
concludes as follows :—‘“‘ Attending at or near the house or place 
where a person resides, or works, or carries on business, or 
happens to be, or the approach to such house or place, in order 
merely to obtain or communicate information, shall not be 
deemed a watching or besetting within the meaning of this 
section.” The effect of the section is to continue the 
general prohibition of picketing introduced by the Ad 
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or his capital, they would be guilty of 4 criminal offence. That, | 
he continued, was the common law of the land, and it had been | 


ve-enacted by the statute of 6 Geo. 4. 


Upon the construction | not 


of 1871 with the sole exception of picketing for the purpos 
of obtaining or communicating information. In 1876 Hupp 
toy, B., took this view v ecidedly in Beg. v. Bauld (13 Oox 
©. O, 282). In that case the workmen, while intending to keep 
strictly within the law, claimed the right to use picketing for 
e of peaceable persuasion, and on their behalf it was 
urged that ‘‘watching and besetting,” if merely done for the 
pu of persuading the men to aes their employment, would 

illegal. But Hupprxsron, B., observed that the only 


of this statute, it seems, however, to have been doubted how far | exception allowed by the statute was the watching or attending 
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a 2 
did not exist. Their counsel acceded to this view, thej men 
pleaded guilty, and upon giving an understanding that the 
picketing should cease were discharged. With regard to the 
exception in favour of picketing for the purpose of gaining 
jnformation Huppizston, B., considered that it was introduced 
jp order to enable the strikers to discover “ traitors ” who, while 
ing their share of the money raised for the support of those 
on strike, went and worked as well, and thus got money from 
both sides. 
In the present case of Lyons § Sons v. Wilkins, the Court of 
have done no more than adopt the above construction of 
the statute for the purpose of determining the rights of the work- 
men in civil proceedings. The plaintifis are manufacturers in 
the city ; the defendants are officials of a trade union. The 
wion had ordered a strike against the plaintiffs, partly for an 
jnorease of wages and partly with the object of putting an end 
to the system of paying some persons by piecework and others 
bytime. As part of the mode of carrying on the strike, the 
wion picketed the plaintiff’s premises, and the latter brought 
an action, and moved for an interlocutory injunction. Before 
Norru, J., the case was treated as depending on the element of 
malice, and an injunction was granted restraining the defend- 
ants from maliciously inducing persons not to enter into con- 
tracts with the plaintiffs. In the Court of Appeal it was seen 
thet the necessary relief could be given without reference to 
“malice” by restraining the defendants from conduct prohibited 
by the Act of 1875. Hence the injunction was varied so as to 
restrain the defendants from watching and besetting the plain- 
tiffs premises, save only for the purpose of obtaining 
information. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


PayMENT INTO CourT.—At one time it was a common practice 
with life assurance companies, in the event of difficulty as to the 
of policy moneys, to pay the sum into court under the pro- 
visions of the Trustee Relief Act, but the practice was discontinued 
in consequence of an observation of JESSEL, M.R., in Re Haycock’s 
Policy (1 Ch. D. 611), that it was not sanctioned by the Act. The 
Life Assurance Companies (Payment into Court) Bill, introduced by 
Lord MACNAGHTEN, proposes to give life offices the benefit of this 
procedure again by enacting that they may pay into court ‘‘any 
moneys payable by them under a life policy in respect of which, in 
the opinion of their board of directors, no sufficient discharge can 
otherwise be obtained.’”” The memorandum prefixed to the Bill 
points out that where there are rival claimants the company can pro- 
tect itself by interpleader. There are, however, many cases where no 
second claimant appears, but the company nevertheless cannot safely 
pay the money and discharge their tiability, though anxious to do so, 
owing to the dealings that have taken place, and the uncertainty as 
to persons really ‘entitled to payment. In such cases the Bill will 
afford the companies protection. The Bill has been read a third 
time, and passed by the House of Lords. 
Bu Passep into Law.—The Royal assent was given on the 31st 
ult, to the Naval Works Bill. 








REVIEWS. 
THE PRACTICE IN WINDING UP. 


CoMPANY PRECEDENTS FOR Usk IN RELATION TO COMPANIES SUBJECT 
TO THE ComPaANtEs Acts, 1862 To 1890, Parr II., Wrnprna-up 
ForRMS AND PRACTICE, ARRANGED AS FCLLOWS:—CoMPULSORY 
WINDING UP; VOLUNTARY WINDING UP; WINDING UP UNDER 
SUPERVISION; ARRANGEMENTS AND CoMPROMISES. WITH A 
CHAPTER ON DEBENTURES, AND Copious NoTES, AND AN APPENDIX 
CONTAINING AcTs AND Ruies. Srxra Epirion. By Francis 
BEAUFORT PALMER, Barrister-at-Law, assisted by Frank Evans, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


This volume of Mr, Palmer's Company Precedents represents the 
work on winding-up practice of which two editions have already 
been published in separate form. It is now issued as part of the 

work, and the two volumes together form a complete guide to 

the formation and the winding up of companies, as well as to much that 
isincident to their management, We had occasion recently, on the 
publication of tho first volume of this edition, to state our opinion of 
services which Mr, Palmer had rendered to the profession by the 
careful and thorough manner in which bo had undertaken the task of 
revision, The present volume calls for similar acknowledguent. At 








the first glance it gives the impression that very little change has been 
made. The arrangement is the same, the numbering of the forms 
has not been altered, and they are to found on the same pages. 
Since 1893, indeed, which was the date of the last edition, there have 
been no changes in the practice in winding up such as to call for 
anything like a recasting of the work. But a closer inspection shews 
that, though each may contain practically the same forms 

the same notes as before, yet the process of revision has been no light 
one. To take, for instance, the short on winding-up orders 
there is hardly a note which has not been in some slight way altered 
so as to give the latest authority in the actually current practice. 
The same coursa, to take snother example, has been adopted in the 
very useful chapter on debentures, a special feature in which is the 
prefatory series of notes on matters most usually arising in connec- 
tion with these instruments. In substance the notes and forms are 
unchanged, but a comparison with those in the corresponding 
chapter of the previous edition indicates at once the thoroughness 
of the revision and the variety of points upon which the decisions 
of the last three years have touched. Prominent among these are 
the decision of the Privy Council in Newton v. Anglo-Australian 
Co. (48 W. R. 401; 1895, A. C. 244), sanctioning mortgages of 
uncalled capital, and the decision of Kekewich, J., in Sadler v. 
Worley (42 W. R. 476; 1894, 2 Ch. 170), that debentures constituting 
a charge on property can be enforced by foreclosure. 

A word may be added as to the general arrangement of the book. 
The successive chapters take up in natural order the points which 
ordinarily arise in the winding up of a company, from the presenta- 
tion of the petition to the final dissolution. In connection with each 
the first question to be considered in practice is, What are the enact- 
ments and rules applicable to the case? and these accordingly are 
placed at the head of each chapter. Then follow general notes 
embodying at once the actual practice and the legal principles to be 
deduced from the authorities, and special notes are appended to many 
of the forms. The forms themselves, however, constitute the chief 
feature of the book, and Mr. Palmer has introduced so great a variety 
that the practitioner, with this work in his hand, can hardly fail to 
find a form suitable for the case before him. In the main they are 
copies of orders which have been made by the High Court. An 
appendix contains the relevant provisions of the statutes relating to 
winding up, the rules and orders, and other matter of practical im- 

rtance, and there is an elaborate index. The book will continue to 

a safe and a necessary guide in winding-up practice. 


é 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law relating to Friendly Societies, comprising the Friendly 
Societies Acts, 1875 to 1893, as amended by the Friendly Societies 
Act, 1895, together with an Appendix containing Model Rules and 
the forms appended to the Treasury Regulations, 1896. By FRANK 
—— B.A., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


RESTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,— Referring to the article at p. 368 in the current volume, and to 
the case of Sampson v. Sampson at p. 353, it may be doubted whether 
the intention of settlors is not being defeated by such cases as those 
referred to and the position of trustees rendered less seoure. Whether 
es er pry ng hed be not besa ag > ny op toys wh should 

paid to the ciary personally and not stop on the way 
by any assignee, bankruptcy trustee, &c. If the present form of 
trusts for females is not effective, a form should be devised which 
would be, and it is suggested that it might be founded on terms used 
for men, somewhat modified to remove any doubt suggested by 
the recent cases. In a past volume a new form was s : 


rhaps the gentleman who made the suggestion would try hand 
7 - — orm to meet the later cases. Cc. 
30, 





DAMAGE BY EXPLOSIVES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Can you inform me whether the licence from the Home 
Office to erect an explosive vents the operation of the 
rule of law, exemplified by such cases as Ryluads v, Pletcher, which 
renders the company liable to adjoining owners for damages done by 
an explosion ? An Lyqvrren. 

[We are not aware that the question has over been discussed, but 
there seems to be nothing in the granting of the licence to exouse the 
manufacturer of the explosives from his ordinary civil liability. The 
licence simply enables him to carry on a business which otherwise is 
prohibited. —Ep, S.J.) 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WEBBER, GRIBBLE v. WEBBER—North, J., 26th March. 


Fovaxczs Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30)—Estars Dury—Sgrriement 
Esrats Dory. 


This was an originating summons taken out to determine whether (a) 
estate duty and (4) settlement estate duty should be paid out of two 
legacies of £2,000 and £800 left by the will of Thomas Webber dated the 
2ith of February, 1590, to Matilda Ann Webber and Emily Leach 
Kersley and their respective children or out of residue. 

Nortu, J.—In this case the testator made his will before, but died 
after, the coming into operation of the Finance Act, 1894. There are 
two legacies, and then the estate is divided into thirty shares given to 
different persons, some absolutely and sume settled, and the question is, 
Who is to pay estate duty and settlement estate duty? As regards the 
shares given absolutely, and indeed all the shares, it is clear that estate 
duty is payable. The legatees of £2,000 and £800 before the passing of the 
Finance Act would have had to pay oné per cent., they now escape 
altogether. The Act imposes duty on the personal estate the executors 
receive, and the executor is directed to pay it. Ican find nothing in the 
Act to allow him to recoup himself in any way. Sections 1, 2,4, and 6 
must be referted to. Part of the duty the executors are bound to pay, 
and part they may pay. The Act does not ignore the fact they often 
cannot tell exactly what the property is at the time the affidavit is 
carried in. Section 6 (4) deals with estate duty paid by a person 
accountable for duty other than the executor. By section 8 (3) the 
executor has to state everything on which duty is payable, not because he 
has to pay it, but because such a course is convenient. Section 5 imposes 


settlement estate duty. Section 6 deals with the collection and recovery | 


of estate duty. Is settlement estate duty the same as estate duty? It 
seems to me that “‘ estate duty” covers it. If this is not so, there is no 
provision in the Act as to the payment of settlement estate duty. Turning 
to the interpretation clause, ‘‘estate duty means estate duty under this 
Act.”” This seems absurd, but the explanation Mr. Cartmell gives is 
that “‘ estate duty ’’ is used in other statutes. The result is that settle- 
ment estate duty is part of the burden the executor has thrown on him. 
Is there anything to shew that he can throw it on any particular share ? 
Section 9, sub-sections (1) and (4), does not apply where the whole pro- 

ty bas passed to the executor as such. It is said it is unfair that 
dety caused by the settlement of shares has to be borne by the shares 
which are not settled, but in my opinion the executors cannot get back 
the duty they have paid.—CornseLt, Adams, Butcher, Carimell, A. Read. 
Soxicrrors, Surr, Gribble, & Co.; Carr & Sons, for Battams § Hutchinson, 


| Reported by G. B. Hautttos, Barrister-at-Law.] 


company from cutting off the supply of gas, and, on the mo being 

Foard, it was agreed that the motion should be treated as the trial of the 
action. The plaintiffs contended that they were new “‘ occupiers,” tha: 
they had by their letter of the 26th of February given notice to the gas 
company that they required a supply of gas, and had stated they were 

to give the necessary security, and that they were consequently unde 
Section 11 of the Gasworks Clauses Act (1847) Amendment Act, 1871, 
entitled to a supply of gas from the defendants. They further said 
though continuing on behalf of the debenture-holders, the business of the 
outgoing tenants, they had paid no consideration for so doing, and were 
therefore not liable for arrears due from Marriage, Neave, & Co., and that 
that gas company were consequently bound, in the absence of collusion 
between the incoming and outgoing tenants, under section 18 of the Gas 
Light and Coke Company’s Act of 1872 to supply them with gas as required, 
The defendants contended that the plaintiffs were not new occupiers, and 
that even if they were, they had not complied with the requirements of 
section 11 of the Gasworks Clauses Act, 1871, and, moreover, that 
represented the first mortgagees, and as such, were carrying on the busi. 
ness on behalf of principals who had paid a consideration for it, and con. 
sequently were not protected by section 18 of the Gas Light and Coke Com. 
pany’s Act, 1872. Section 11 of the Gasworks Clauses Act, 1871, pro. 
vides that ‘‘the undertakers shall, upon being required so to do by the 
owner or occupier of any premises, . . give, and continue to give a 
supply of gas to such premises, + subject to the conditions fol. 
owing. . Every owner or occnpier of premises requiring a sup; 
‘of gas shall serve a notice upon the undertakers at their office specifying 
the premises in respect of which such supply is required, and the day (not 
being an earlier day than a reasonable time after the date of the service of 
such notice) upon which such supply is required to commence, enter into 
a written contract with the undertakers (if required by them so to do) to 
continue to receive and pay for a supply of gas for a period of at least 
two years, &c. . Provided always that the undertakers may, after 
they have given a supply of gas for any premises, by notice in writing, 
require the owner or occupier of such premises, within seven days after the 
date of the service of such notice, to give to them security for the pay- 
ment of all moneys which may from time to time become due to them in 
respect of such supply, , and if any such owner or occupier fails 
to comply with the terms of such notice, the undertakers may, if they 
please, discontinue to supply gas for such premises so long as such failure 
continues.’’ Section 18 of the Gas Light and Coke Company’s Act, 1872, is 
as follows: In case any consumer leave the premises where gas was sup- 
plied to him without paying to the company the rate or meter rent due 
from him, the company shall not require from the next tenant of the 
premises payment of the arrears so left unpaid, unless the incoming 
tenant agreed with the defaulting consumer to pay the arrears, or unless 
the incoming tenant shall continue the trade or business of the outgoing 
tenant, and shall have paid to the owner, lessee, or mortgagee in posses- 
sion or to the outgoing tenant of such premises a consideration for s 





doing, but the company shall, notwithstanding any such arrears in the 
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gas to the incoming tenant as required by this Act, on being required by 


Compaxy—Dezentcee-Hotpers—Receiver avp ManaczER—ARREARS OWED | him so to do. The following cases were cited: Re Smith, Ex parte Mason 


zy Company ror Gas—KerrsaL to continve Surpty To REeceIveR AND 
Muasascer cuntess Anrzgars Parp—*‘ Owner orn Occuprer ’’—Gasworks 
Cratses Acr (1847) Amenpuent Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 41), 8. 11 
—Gas Licut axp Coxe Company's Act, 1872, s. 18. 


The plaintiffs were co-receivers and managers on behalf of mortgage 
debenture-holders of Marriage, Neave, & Co. (Limited), corn millers and 
flour dealers, Battersea, the first-named being appointed by the trustees 
for the second debenture-holders under the powers contained in their 
trust deed, and entering into possession of the company’s premises on the 
ith of February, 15896, and carrying on the business until the 17th of 
February, on which date he and the second-named plaintiff were, by an 
order of the court in an action by the first debenture-holders, appointed 
joimt receivers and managers of the property and business of the company. 
Sizce the latter date they had been in possession, and carried on the 
business. The Gas Light and Coke Co. supplied gas to the mills, and 
threatened to cut off the supply under the following circumstances. 
Marriage. Neave, & Co. were indebted to the gas company to the amount 
of £90 14s. 5d. for gas supplied for the quarter ending December, 1895. 
This amount was not paid, and on the 25th of February a final notice was 
left at thé company’s office at Battersea requiring payment, and stating 
that if default were made the supply would be cut off. By an oversight 
the receivers and managers had omitted to give notice a3 incoming tenants 
to the gas company that they required a supply of gas. But on the 26th 
of February Mr. Paterson wrote to the gas company, on behalf of himself 
and his co-receiver, stating that he bad been in possession, on behalf of 
the second debenture-holders, since the 7th of February, and, as co- 
receiver with Mr. Stephens under an order of the court, since the 17th of 
February om behalf of the first debenture-holders, on whose behalf he and 
Mr. Les were now carrying on the business ; that they desired to be 

ie with gas and to become renters of the gas company from the 7th 
A ¥eorvary, and offering to pay tor all gas cones alter that date, 
but regretting that it was not in their power to pay the debt due from 
Marriage, Neave, & Co. (Limited), and asking for the matter to stand over 
to be dealt with by the liquidator. On the Zith of Vebruary the defendant | 
gas company wrote to the plaintiff, Paterwn, that the supply of gas 
would be disontinucd unless they received payment of the £90 Ms, 5d., 
 & guarantee tor the payment of the sxount and for all gas from 
Deveuber, 10%. Ly arrangement the detendants, om payment by the 
pPiaiatifis, agree’ nt to cat off the gas, and w abide by any order the 
cour wight make with regard thereto. The plaintiffs, on the Sth of March, 





eeu’ 2 writ, and gare uctice of motion for an injunction Ww restrain the 


(41 W. R. 159; 1893, 1 Q. B. 323), Corporation of Bacup v. Smith (38 W. R. 
697, 44 Ch. D. 395), Rhodes v. Dawson (34 W. R. 240, 16 Q. B. D. 548). 


Kexewicu, J., said there were three questions with which he would dea! 
separately. First, whether the plaintiffs, the receivers and managers ap- 
pointed by the order of the 17th of February, 1896, were occupiers entitled 
to the supply of gas us coming into possession of the premises for the 
first time, and not as successors to the preceding occupier so as to hold on 
his behalf, not bound to pay for gas consumed by their predecessors ; but 
on the other hand bound to give the notices required of section 11 of the 
Act of 1871. His lordship thought that on the Acts of Parliament they 
were new occupiers, and as such entitled to a supply of gas. Re Smith had 
been cited against that contention, but that case was decided on circum- 
stances differing from those in the present case. The court there held 
that the debtor was still the occupier, and a receiving order did not of 
necessity deprive a debtor of cccupation. Vaughan Williams, J., there 
decided that the receiver was in occupation on behalf of the debtor. Here 
it was different. The receiver came ia on behalf of the debenture- 
holders, ousting the company, who were the previous occupiers, from 
possession, and therefore his lordship thought the plaintiffs were clearly 
new occupiers, and, of course, as such they were not liable for gas supplied 
up to the date of their coming into possession; but were entitled, on, 
proper terms, to be supplied with gas. The second point was, Were the 
plaintiffs liable under the exception in section 18 of the Act of 1872, on 
the ground that though incoming tenants they had continued the trade 
or business of the outgoing tenant, and had paid to the outgoing tenant 
consideration for so doing? It could not be contended that they had 
actually paid such consideration, but it had been argued that they held 
possession on behalf of debenture-holders who were carrying on the trade 
or business of the company in consequence of consideration which they 
had paid. But the receivers and manager were principals liable 
to be sued for any debts they might sur in carrying on tbe 
business, although they had paid no consideration and were 
personally Mable (although, of course, they were indemnified). The 
third question was, Were the plaintiffs, as new occupiers, entitled 
to have a supply of gas? ‘The gas company were not bound to supply 
new occupiers unless @ proper request was made to them and the terms of 
the Act complied with—i,¢., that they signed # contract to pay the rent, 
and, if required, give security according to the terms of the Act of Par- 
Mament. That being so, and it not being strictly a question of cutting 
off or discontinuing the supply, but rather of granting a new supply, the 
gas company would be within their rights in refusing o supply until the 
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new occupiers had complied with the terms of the Act of Parliament, and 
in saying ‘‘we will not recognize the contract with your p' . 
pat insist on having a new contract with you,” but unfortunately the gas 
company had desired to try the question of liability for the arrears of the 
ing quarter, and his lordship thought, on the facts, that the acci- 
Fontal omission by the plaintiffs to strictly comply with the requirements 
of section 11 of the Act of 1871 was mainly owing to the gas company’s 
having mixed up the two matters. Moreover, his lordship thought that 
the plaintiffs had subsequently, by their letter, given sufficient notice to 
the gas company as to the “‘ premises in respect of which the supply was 
required”’ to comply with the requirements of the Act, and he was also 
of opinion that, taking all the circumstances into consideration, and 
remembering that all the requisites for a supply were already there, that 
there was no departure from the Act in saying that ‘‘ we desire to be 
supplied immediately ’’ in the sense that “‘ we desire the supply shall not 
cease.’ His lordship, therefore, held that the plaintiffs succeeded on all 
points, but said that they must undertake to sign a proper contract in 
per form for the supply of gas to the premises as from the 7th of 
ebruary, 1896, and that they must also undertake to give such security 
(if any) as they were required to give pursuant to the terms of the Act of 
Parliament.—CounseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and A. R. Kirby; Warrington, 
Q.0., and Danckwerts. Soxicrrors, Grundy, Kershaw, Saxon, Sampson, § 
(o., tor Grundy, Kershaw, § Co., Manchester ; Bedford, Monier- Williams, § 


Robinson. 
[Reported by C. C. Hensiey, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MKEOWN v. THE BOUDARD PEVERIL GEAR COMPANY (LIM.)— 
Romer, J., 25th March. 


Company—ConTract To TAKE SHAREsS—Prospgctus—Non-DiscLosurE— 
Mareriat Facts. 


The plaintiff in this action claimed the rescission of a contract to take 
thirty-five shares in the defendant company, on the ground of a misrepre- 
septation in the prospectus, and also the rectification of the register and 
the repayment to him of the amounts paid in respect of such shares. The 
facts of the case were as follows:—In October, 1894, the plaintiffs issued 
a prospectus on the faith of which the plaintiff subscribed for his shares. 
This prospectus, after describing the invention of an improved gear the 
property of the company to be used with cycling machines, went on to 
state “‘that within a few weeks of each other the following exciting, and 
at the time unheard of, performances took place indicating how much 
cycling will be changed by the advent of the Boudard Peveril 

All the following were officially timed by official time-keepers 
of the Roads Records Association. ‘‘The records set out in the 
rospectus were the following: ‘‘ Edinburgh to London,” ‘“‘ Fifty miles’ 
olytechnic C.C.,’’ ** Fifty miles’ World’s Record,”’ ‘‘ Land’s End to John 
o’ Groats.”” The prospectus continued : ‘‘ Of course the records quoted 
are by nomeans final. Such velocity has been and will be increased both 
on old and new gear, and the true merits of the new Boudard system are 
therefore all the more likely to be clearly seen and appreciated.’”’ There 
was evidence that at the time at which the prospectus was issued some of 
the records had ceased to be records, the performances described having 
been beaten. The plaintiff claimed to have the contract rescinded on the 
ground that the omission to disclose this fact rendered the prospectus 
misleading. It was argued that if such statements were allowed, 
prospectuses would become traps for the unwary investor. Mere 
puffing might become material when there was a deliberate omission 
to state facts. For the defendants it was submitted that the words “at 
the time unheard of ’’ were sufficient to shew that the records were not 
existing records, and that, assuming his statements to be correct, the 
plaintiff had been induced to apply for shares by his own misreading of 
the prospectus, which did not entitle him to rescind. 

Romer, J., held that the plaintiff was not entitled to rescind the con- 
tract. It had, his lordship observed, been argued on his behalf that he 
was entitled to rescind because the prospectus represented that certain 
performances had not been excelled between the time of the occurrence 
and the issue of the prospectus. There was nothing, however, in the 

rospectus that amounted to such a statement. As to the omission of the 

t that the records had as a matter of fact been beaten, it was impossible 
to say that a contract to take shares could be rescinded apart from mis- 
Tepresentation merely on the ground that the direectors had not set forth 
all the arguments, pro and con, which might induce a person to apply or 
not apply for shares. To require such information would make A a 
dangerous matter to issue a prospectus at all.—Counssi, C. B. B. Jenkins ; 
Neville, Q.0., and Wheeler. Soxrscrrons, Woodcock, Ryland, ¢ Parker, for 
Gaunt § Lingard, Manchester ; John B. Purchase, 

(Reported by J. Anruun Paice, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REG. ». HORACE SMITH, ESQ., AND ANOTHER—27th January 
and 28th March. 


Practick—Merroroiran Pouicy Court—Junispicrion—Mix Soup wrrn 

4 Wuirren Warnanty—Sare or Foo ann Daves Act, 1875 (38 & 39 

V a ©. 61), ss, 6, 10, 18, 20, 27—Amenvmant Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vier. 

c. 30), 8. 3. 

In this case a rule nisi had been granted, directed to Horace Smith, Ksq., 
sitting at Clerkenwell Police Court, to hear and determine the matter of 
two informations preferred by Patrick Mernagh, an inspector of nuisances 
for the . Mary, Lalington, against David Kerr for giving false 
Warranties on the 14th and 26th of Juno, 1805, in reapeot of two churns 


of milk sold by him to the Manor Farm Dairy Oo. (Limited 
the provisions of section 27 of the Sale of Food and 
facts were these: The, informant on 


; 
; 
; 
i 
; 
i 
z 
: 


ospi 
parish of St. Mary, Islington, 
samples were adulterated with 5 per cent. and 14 per cent. respectivel 


& 
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added water. On his informa’ 
section 6 of the Food and Drugs Act, 1875, 
At the trial the company proved that the milk was as received by 
East Finchley-road Station from the vendor—a farmer in Rutlandshire— 
who supplied it under a contract, with a warranty in 
each churn as to its purity. The magistrate, Mr. Bros, 
summons against the company and granted one against the 
David Kerr, for selling milk with a false warranty, contrary 
provisions of section 27 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875. 
information came on for hearing before Mr. H the 
magistrate at the Clerkenwell Police Court, on the 20th of July, 
declined to hear and determine the charge on the ground that he 
jurisdiction to do so because (1) the warranty was attached to 
at the farm in Rutlandshire and the milk delivered by 
company at East Finchley-road Station, both being 
jurisdiction of that court, and (2) the person giving the informati 
not a person competent to take out a summons under section 20 of 
of 1875. On these facts the court (Grantham and Wright, JJ.), 
a rule nisi to compel the magistrate to hear and determine the 
Counsel, in shewing cause against rule being made absolute, referred 
to Reg. v. Titterton (43 W. R. 603 ; 1895, . D. 61), and Buckler v. 
Wiison (1896, 1 Q. B. D. 83). In su of i 
were cited: Rouch v. Hall(29 W. R. 304, 6Q. B. D. 17), Rolfe v. Thompson 
(1892, 2 Q. B. D. 196, 40 W. R. Dig. 6). Cur. adv. vult. 

The judgment of the Court (Hawkins and Kaunnzpy, JJ.), was 
delivered by 

Hawkins, J., who said it was beyond doubt that in fact neither the sale 
nor the warrantry, nor the delivery to the company, was made within the 
limits of the Clerkenwell Police Court’s district, and it was not suggested 
that any sample was taken of the milk at the place or during the course 
of delivery to the dairy company. Unless, therefore, some enactment 
could be found altering the general rule of law that an offence must be 
prosecuted before a tribunal having jurisdiction to entertain it within the 
county or place in which it had been co the magistrate at Clerken- 
well had no jurisdiction. It was said that such an enactment was to be found 
in section 20 of the Act of 1875. The court was not of that opinion. The 

i i pany was framed under section 

6 of the Act of 1875. No such offence could be charged against Kerr, for 
he neither sold nor delivered any milk to the hospital committee. He was 
charged under section 27 for giving a false warranty in writing to his 
purchasers. In his opinion section 20 of the Act of 1879, which enacted 
that when, by the certificate of the analyst, it should that an 
offence against some one of the provisions of that Act had been committed, 
the words “ or of section 3 of the Act of 1879’ should be added, in order 
that the formalities required as to the production of samples of milk by 
the Act of 1875 might be simplified by the provisions as to the analysis of 
milk set out in section 3 of the Amendment Act of 1879. It had been 
held that the certificate of an st was a condition precedent to a 

rosecution under section 20 of the Act of 1875: (see Peart v. Barston, 44 

. P. 699, and Smart v. Watts, 43 W. R. 379, 1895; 1 Q. B. D. 219), and 
it seemed to him open to question that the words ‘‘ When the analyst 
having analyzed any article’ at the commencement of that section, must 
be interpretated to mean the official ya fg the district oh eppehstad under 
section 10, who was required to give his certificate section 13. 
Section 18 which, with reference to the schedule of the Act, prescribed the 
form of the certificate, evidently con an analysis by the local 
analyst of the article as it was at the time it was delivered to 
him. The expression by the learned judge in his judgment m 
Fortune v. Hanson (40 8. J. 240, wend RA B. D. 205), to the effect that 
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the certificate was “* prac usive ’’ was intended only to convey 
the impression he entertained that in the vast majority of cases 

before justices no other evidence was offered of the impurity of 

ann pea ot Go aa ee ee the certificate con- 
taining all the details of the analysis to the justices them- 
selves to form a judgment on the question before them. Had he intended 
to do more he should have qualified this expression in that judgment by 
Sestns hak ths encinten ae For hese reasons the court was 
of opinion that the magistrate was t, must be dischanged. 
po comedy a. T. Teller; Maemorran, Q.C. Sourcrroms, P. @. Bebianea > 


Stanley Hoare. 
(Reported by Basxrxs Rar, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re A SOLICITOR, Ay parte THE INCORPORATED LAW s0cIETY— 
30th Mareh, 


Sonrerror—Convicerron—Arrircatren ro Howe Orrrea. 


In this case the court was moved to strike off the rolls the name 
of a solicitor on the ground that he was convicted at Leeds Assines in 
December of publishing a libel with the intent to extort money 


and 
goods, for which he waa sentenced to twelve a vee with 
hard labour, The court was asked on his Dehalf to leniently with 








the aolicitor having to the clroamatances of the oase, ar that 
Se Sr tascun Ot alles wal in cane tastreck 
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counsel for his defence. It was suggested that the letter which constituted 
the libel was not intended to bear the meaning which the jury had put 
it. An application was about to be made to the Home Office. 
Many solicitors were anxious that that o—_ be done, For j peter 
Society it was contended that it was a well-recognized practice an ost 
the invariable rule to strike a solicitor’s name off the rolls in the case of a 
conviction. There was power, it was said, to restore the name afterwards 
in certain cases. 
Tae Covrr (Dax and Waicxr, JJ.) said that there was some cause for 
suggestion that counsel should be heard on behalf of the solicitor, and 
granted an adjournment for three months with liberty to apply for a 
further adjournment if necessary. — Covnszt, Hollams; C. E. Jones. 
Soxicrron, £. W. Williamson. 


[Reported by C. G. Wirsranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re 8., A SOLICITOR, Ex parte THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY— 
30th March. 


Souicrron—Cosrs—Mectroxs ro Srame orr tHe Roris—Costs or Pro- 
CEEDINGS BEFORE THE ComMITTEE oF THE INcoRPoRATED Law SocreTy— 
Norics or Morton. 


In this case the Commitiee of the Incorporated Law Society found 
that the respondent had, acting as solicitor for the complainant, 
received on his account moneys amounting to £1,092 163. 5d., 
and misappropriated that amount to his own use. The solicitor 
did not appear to oppose the motion to the Queen’s Bench Division 
to-consider the report, and his name was ordered to be struck off the 
rolls. Mr. Hollams asked for the costs of the proceedings before the 
committee and of the motion. [Waricur, J.—You must give notice of 
that. It is not in your notice of motion.] The notice of motion, which 
was in the usual form, was as follows: ‘* Take notice that cn Wednesday, 
the 19th day of February, 1896, or so eoon thereafter as counsel can be 
heard, this honourable court will be moved on behalf of the Incorporated 
Law Society of the United Kingdom to consider the report of the com- 
mittee filed berein on the 31st day of January, 1896 (a copy whereof 
pens meen this notice), in reference to the application of Morris Evans 
to off the rolls or suspend from practice the above-named solicitor 
on the ground of professional misconduct, and that the court, on considera- 
tion of the said , Will be asked to make such further order as to the 
court may seem fit.’ Mr. Hollams said that it had not hitherto been 
usual to give notice that the costs would be asked for. The report of the 
committee had been treated in the same way as that of a master. The 
latter part of the notice, which referred to “* such farther order as to the 
court msy seem fit,” would convey to the respondent the idea that he 
might be called upon to pay the costs of the proc-edings before the com- 
— os in some cases, the payment of such costs had been inflicted by 


Dar. J.—The point is not of the slightest practical importance. But at 
the same time I do not want to set a precedent the wrong way. I think 
you are entitled to the costs. 

Waicer, J.—I will not dissent from my learned brother. But I 
advise you to mention the costs in your notice of motion in the future. — 
Covsest, Hollews. Souicrroz, FE. W. Williamen. 


[Reported by C. G. Wirezszax, Barrister-at-Law.) 


WOOD'S PATEST BRICK CO. +. CLOKE—3ist March. 


Pascrice—Coverr Cover—Souimrrorn asp Curswr Costs—JtpGMENT You 
engee izes THas £10 Recovezzp ox Covwren-cram—Oxp. L., x. 
& {c). 
, 7 


‘This wae am appeal against the refusal of the registrar of the City of 
London Court to allow the solicitor for the defendant in an action, tried 
before Mr. Commisrioner Kerr, his costs of attendance in a taxed bill of 
costs im respect of 2 counter-claim in which his client was successful. 
The action wae tried on the 15th of October, and the plaintiff company 
Gatened £75 tor goods they had carried for the defendant. The defendant 
ovunter-claimed £24, 2nd Mr. Commissioner Kerr decided that the plaintiff 
Company Was extitiel to £11, and that the defendant should recover £9 of 
tie amount claimed in the counter-claim. No special order wae made as 
tects. By ori Lr. 14,6. () of the County Court Rules, the costs of 
an action shall be taxol on 4 varying scale according to the amount each 
oh the parties recrversl «om their ive claims. On behalf of the 
i was submitted thet although he was the defendant in the 
he became for al) purposes the iff in the counter-claim, and 
been eucceesful in recovering £4, he was entitled to have his costs 

, there being no order mate, tollowed the event—taxed as those of 4 
plated om the lower wale. Under the heeding of “ Costs on the Lower 
Seale” on 19 A the C. C. A. P., 1806, it is expressly directed in 
that “where the amount recovereA exceeds £5 but does not 

eaceed £14, the wiiciton for the plaintiff thal) be allowed 1. for preparing 
for amd sthending xt the trial’’ Ul the curt considered he was entitled 
 Guarge 2 8 eutcertiul Gctemdaent in the action then he would be entitled 
tw in stirmhamce unter yaragrayn 6. (Dar, J.—~No, certainly not.) 
the 
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Tae learnet jatgr bat rehueed t allow this item, on the ground that 
ths: strates A ter whichton for the erauter-Gabin wae uuneewary, the 
ation weving worn ery crummA. (Dar, 1.-—He wae bound 
a ee ae et ‘i Galen, an now te Gecises to be paid for 
t wee bmger tn wart during the hearing of the 
wate apse. C A shsmttel that the whichtor need not have 
semuataeth, ut the renter ai, wie argue’ by counsel, wat he had hal to 
Seles Strectioms seh ettenhs om oramel, wud 1m oat wey mnt Wee entitled 
te pelt. The sevront wee endl, tet 1 wee 6 question of 

Ulawxence, 1 --The ¢ St 
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A wns fa ia the Oecection A the 
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judge.] That was so, but as the judge had made no special order ag 
to costs the ordinary rules applied. 

Tue Court (Day and Lawrence, JJ.) allowed the appeal.—Covnsrt, 4, 
S. Oppe. Soutcrrors, Halses, Trustram, § Co. No one appeared for the 


respondent. 
{Reported by Exsxive Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupsnts’ Desatine Socrery.—March 31.—Chairman : Mr. Cyril 
H. Pryor.—The subject for debate was ‘‘ That some system should be 
adopted for the taxation and registration of cycles.’” Mr. George Prosser 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. Herbert Smith opened in the negative. The 
following members also spoke :—Messrs. W. H. Davies. W. E. Singleton, 
R. Leader, W. H. Junes, E. Allen, W. B. Clarke, J. C. Gordon, F.G, 
Jones, F. H. May, R. Blagden, A. E. Clarke, A. W. Watson. The motion 
was lost by one vote. 


Mancuester Law Srupents’ Socrery.—March 10.—Mr. G. P. Allen in 
the chair.—After the usual preliminary business a debate was opened on 
the following lines. A. B., a solicitor, sends a whole life proposal to an 
office, and the first premium thereon is paid. A. B. is not an agent for the 
office, and nothing is said about commission at the time of the proposal 
being introduced, and the office at that time had no printed list of com- 
mission allowances to non-agents. The practice of the office was to pay 
commission in such a case at the rate of 10 per cent. on the first premium, 
and 5 per cent. on renewal premiums. Commission at this rate was paid 
to A. B. until his death. After his death a claim is made on the office by 
the executors for commission on the subsequent renewals. Is the office 
liable to the executors of A. B. for commission on renewals becoming 
payable after the death of A. B.? Mr. C. A. Buckley spoke in the affirma- 
tive, and Mr. Leonard Bottomley in the negative, and the following 
gentlemen also 7 : Messrs. F. S. Oppenheim, J. W. Robson, A. 
Richardson, and Z. M. Lord, for the affirmative, and Messrs. F. W. Wat- 
son, F. Preston, E. C. Pearson, J. D. Pennington, J. Hurst, F. William- 
son, and G. Livesey for the negative. The chairman, in summing up, 
explained the true relation of an agent to an insurance company, pointing 
out that it was on the agent that a company relied for keeping the various 
risks on foot, that therefore A. B., by introducing the risk and seeing that 
it was kept up, was annually inducing the person whose life was insured to 
keep up the assurance, and that on his death the agency would lapse and 
risk go to another office. The meeting thereupon came to a verdict in 
favourzof the negative by a majority of seven. 


Biacksvrn AND District Law Srupents’ Denatine Socrery.—March 30. 
—Mr. H. Backhouse, solicitor, Blackburn, in the chair.—The subject for 
discussion was as follows: ‘‘ That the case of Sarson v. Roberts (1895) was 
wrongly decided.’” Mr. J. Campbell led for the affirmative, and was 
supported by Messrs. Calvert, Hindle, and Riley. Mr. R. Ferguson spoke 
on behalf of the negative, being supported by Messrs. Backhouse, Cooper, 
and Hilton. The question was decided in favour of the negative bya 
majority of five. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Roxent Wevvz.1, solicitor, of Berwick, has been elected Town 
Clerk of Berwick in succession to the late Mr. Robert Douglas, who held 
the office nearly thirty years. 


Mr. Cuautes Kino Francis, Barrister, has been appointed a Metro- 
politan Police Magistrate, in the room of Mr. Bushby, retired. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
D1ss0Lurions. 


Joux Huseet Curry, Eowaup Norton, and Cuanres Jonnw Meav Cus, 
elicitors (Child & Norton), 12, Sloane-street, Chelsea, London. March 





#4. The said Jobn Hubert Child and Charles John Mead Child will con- * 


tinue the business under the style of Child & Child, at No. 12, Sloane- 

street aforeeaid. The vaid Kdward Norton will carry on business as 

Blachford, Kiches, & Norton, at No. 15, Walbrook, in the City of London. 
[ Gazette, March 27. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Mune Wus,—Dr. Cnaures Louis Wann, decewed.—Any person 
giving Invouuarion leading to the Duscoveny of the Wii, made in 1894 
A this gentleman (late of Plymouth, Vortemouth, Margate, and Glouces- 
ter), or the draft thereof, the person by whom it was prepared, or the 
first attesting witness thereto, will be Kuwsuven,—Apply Mr. Godfrey, 
folicttor, 4, West Bmithficid, London. 





GENERAL, 


It is rumoured that Bir W.C, Windeyer, senior judge of the Supreme 
Court of New touts Walon, is to be the first Australian representative on 
the JuAichal Committee of the Privy Council under the provisions of the 
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+ recently passed, with the object of giving the colonies direct repre- 
anche nf the tribunal that hears appeals from all parts of the Empire. 
The St. James’s Gazette says that Mr. C. K. Francis, the new Metropoli- 
tan magistrate in place of Mr. Bushby, was once a famous cricketer at 
ublic school and university. He was the crack bowler at Rugby in the 
te sixtier, when that school had a very crack eleven indeed. When he 
was at Ox.ord, Mr. Francis played four times Cambridge (1870 to 
1873 inclusive). In the memorable match of 1870—won by Cambridge 
by two runs—he took twelve wickets. 


The Lord Chief Justice las accepted an invitation from the American 
Bar Association to attend its annual meeting, to be held at Saratoga 
Springs, New York, on the 19th, 20th, and 21st of August of the 
year. He will be accompanied by Sir Frank Lockwood, Q.C., M.P., Mr. 
Montague Crackanthorpe, Q.0., and Mr. James Fox, of the South- 
Eastern Circuit. 

The Times says it is understood that the Budget will include certain 

relating to the death duties. According to the information 
which reaches us, the Government do not contemplate aay immediate 
overhauling of the system inaugurated by Sir William Harcourt two years 


ago; but it is recognized that in some respects the existing arrangement 
works harshly, and modifications will be with a view to 


removing glaring anomalies. A memorial d with the subject was 
forwarded to the Chancellor of the Exchequer last week. Although this 

k of the nature of a semi-private communication, it was signed by a 
considerable number of members of Parliament, and, since it was sent in, 
many other hon. gentlemen have expressed concurrence in the movement. 


The first smoking concert of the Solicitors’ Clerks’ Associs tion 
was given by the council on the 24th ult., at the Holborn Restaurant. 
The Lord Chief Justice of England and Mr. Justice Romer honoured the 
council with their presence, and amongst the many legal guests 
were Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, Q.C., Mr. F. O. Crump, Q.C., Mr. 
T. T. Bucknill, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Augustine Birrell, Q.C., M.P,, Mr. 
Bramwell Davis, Q.C., Mr. H. T. Eve, Q.C., Mr. J. R. Mellor (Master of 
the Crown Office), Mr. Ingle Joyce, Mr. Edward Shearme, Mr. Charles 
Burney, Mr. S. P. B. Bucknill, and Mr. F. A. Stringer. An excellent 
programme had been provided by the concert committee, including a 
clever musical sketch by Mr. Harold Montague, from whom a double 
encore was demanded, and a most enjoyable concert was terminated by 
the chairman (Mr. Davies) saying a few well-chosen words of thanks to 
the gentlemen of the bar for their presence. The vice-chair was occupied 
by Mr. Joseph Wright, and he and Mr. Alfred Turner, the secretary, 
were most assiduous in attending to the comfort and pleasure of all present 
at the concert. 





COURT PAPERS. 
CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 














SPRING ASSIZES, 1896. Norruern. N. Easter. 
Commission Days. | Saaem. 5. Wright, J. 
| 
ag, BUTE GB oni vct0vc0c0sfeoviveseescs MMII cit ccc cetnceutcialiinn vevmeinnaomtl 
| (Civil) 
Saturday, 4, 18 ......cssscssoeees I sadeenconees SEEIIEED ccnconvaseeahiansinieuiiianaiiarvchGiaianatindseuwnat 
| (Cival) 
NRT SSE, ROA ERE Ne. a RNs ar A aR ace a ea 
| (Civil and Criminal) 
Wednesday, May 6 .........::.cs000+]:sessreseees Live eee EES Oe ” 
(Civil and Criminal) (Criminal) 








Wakrnino To mvrenpinc Hovse Puronasrers AnD Lasssxs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Avvr.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette—Faivay, March} 2. 


JOINT S8TOCK COMPANIBS. 
Liurrep inv CHanorry. 

Baranvor Aquantum Co, Linrrap—Creditors are uired, on or before May 9, to send 
their names and addresses, and the partioulara of their debts or claims, to the liquida- 
tors, at the Brighton Aquarium, Bggar, hton, solor to the — 

D. 8. Huwren, Limrrep Lred itors are required, on or before May f, to 
and addresses, and the qerticalane of their debts or olaima, to Charles 

Ovansrors Crone axp Rim ano Tyae Co, Lanrrap (in Liguipatien)--Creditore are 
required, on or before April 80, to send thelr namoa and addresses, the lars 
of their debts or claima, to Thomas D, Challoner, 18, Moaley at, Newoastle-on- 
Kdwant Clark, solor to the liquidator, Newoastle-on-Tyne 

Seppo Sirevueny & Co, Liavrep—Creditora are required, on ¥ before, April 14, to send 
their names and addresses, and the partioulare of thelr debta or ma, to Arthur 
Palliser, 21, Limo at 

FRIBNDLY SOCIRTY DISSOLVRD, 
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Susrexpep ror Tunes Mowrss. 4 
Lonce or Unitep Brotuers, Queen’s Head, Steelhouse lane, Birmingham. March 24 


London Gaszette.—Turspay, March 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luoursp m Caxcesr. 
Barkixe Jute Facrory, Lourzo—Creditors are required, on or before May 14, to send 
their names and ay ~ A oS ge TS 
Touch, Winchester House, Old Broad st. Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch 


Kuarasknoma Expiormxc axp Prospectise Srxpicars, Lomrsp—Creditorsare 

on or before June 20, to send hele suanes and aiivenins, 

debts or claims, to Robert John Sissons, 9, Austinfriars 
Loxpoy Bayxixe Corporation, Laarep—Peta for winding up, presented 

directed to be heard on April 15. Jobe Mande, Guodian et, seler Sor Notice 
of a must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 





13 
Livivestong Areican Exproration Co, Limirep—Creditors are on or before 
May 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of thei or claims, 
to Messrs Walls & Co, Old Jewry, solors for the . Monday, May 11, at 2.15, 
appointed for hearing and afjetisating pen the and claims 


Paince or Wares Tueatrre, Liverroot, Lonrep 
uired, on or before May 8, to send their addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Charles ‘Herbert Kelly, 
Liverpool, solor to the liquidator 

Sovurn Wares Crown Soap asp Caxspus Co, 
before May 8, to send their names and 
claims, to 
to the liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Awpsey Caucts Farzypiy Socistr, Crowa Inn, Ampney Crucis, Cirencester. Gloucester. 


25 
Femace Provipent Society, Crown Inn, St Briavels, Coleford, Gloucester. 
rf Hivt Morvat. lesz se Sapseanene Society, Rose and Crown Inn, Haden Hill, 


ld , Dudley, Staff 
Bevosms Trse Hicuianxp Society, Zetland Arms, Lisle st, Neweustle upon 
NewoastLe upon Trxe Ustrep Oxper or Proxeess Fareypiy Socrerr, Vulean Hotel 


a 644, . unio upon . eat 

ANCTUARY Farrurvut Apranam, Ancient Order Friendly Society, Buck’s Head 

ee am, Wigan, Lancaster. March 25 . - 
ICTORIA ALE AmicaBLe Bengrrt Socrstr, Baptist Sunday Schools, Ipsiey Red- 
ditch, Worcester. March 25 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Dar or Cram. 

London Gazetie.—Faipay, March 20. 
Ponmmss, Gomes Waus, es Se ili piss mages Haynes ¥ 
Guirritas, Wituiam, Upton, Essex April 2) Griffiths + Griffiths, Stirling, J Bast, 

Basinghall st 

London Gazette —Truespay, Mareh 3. 

Brxpioss, Witttam, Kendal, Westmorland, Esq April % Monkhouse vy Bindloss, 
itty, J Milne, Kendal 

— + pened April & 
¥ Campbell, Stitling, J 


—~ Micuarn Maxiurtiax Aveustvs na ey 
‘ewton v Saul, Chitty, 
Wixsox, Joxny, Sunderland, : April & 
Scott, King William st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Laser Dar or Cuam. 
Leadon Gazette-—Tvespay, March 2. 
Atzanp, Carueatys, Bton, Bucks, Tobacconist May 1 Long & Co, New Wiedser 
Axgmrracs, Hagarer, Netherton, York April 18 Blacklock, Leeds 
Baxwss, Jossra Psarort, Trinity sq, Brixton, Commission Merchant April 2 Mes 


grave, Whitehaven 
Baxow, Bursa, Askham, Bryan, nr York, Farmer May? Wiltkinses, York 
Bines, Rosixa Many, Wycombe, Bucks, May 1 Rooke & Sons, Lizeoln’s iam Sebde 


Bixeuam, Bowuxy Arrave Harwaso, Ritherdea rd, Balham, Surrey, Bagineer May 1 
Morse & Co, Walbrook 
Browx, Wrrttam Tuomas, Plymouth, Cabinet Maker April 22 Bond & Co, Plymouth 


Cuanx, Ansatom, Torquay, Minister May 33 Brown, Newoastle upon Tyne 
Dawcasraa, Cuantorrs Jase, Exeter May? Bratton, Exeter 

Deursres, Twowas Cannots, Bury St Bdmunds, Major Withers & Withers, Strand 
Dowson, Paxpsacs, Brighton, Bsq May 4 Garrard & Oo, Suffolk «@, Pall Mall Bast 
Dvoxert, Ayx, Leeds April 4 Orawford, Heeds 

Exxaa, Rowry, Sufflk, Farmer April 2] Bates, Sudbury 

rane, Boa Wrurax, Istingtos, Gas Lamp Mamefaeturer April 2 Oowdell, King’s 


Fusronee-Baxxert, Axx Buewans, Taleo HI May 20 Ingie & Qa, Threadneadite @ 
Het, Tow, Huddersfield, Nader Merchant April ® Layeosk & Oa, Haddesiield 
Hinrox, Josram, Balsall Heath, Were, Sadler May-2t Qoley & Codey, Birestaghas 
Javxson, James, Fallowfield, Manchester, Printer Aprils Thomsen, Manchester 

Kay, Busanere, Southport April 3 Tivrelfall, Soathpart 

Lamwron, Hexay Ravew, Winslow, Buoka, Bag April) Leach, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Cavey, Sonam, Siren pi, Queen's gate April @ Bask & Mellen, Limeole’s be 


Lara, ances, Paywit, Vietoria, Sheep Farmer April 2t Pomeoamhy & Qaatite, Qkam 
Lanaees, Wiestam, Great Cantiekl, Resex Apri Wade & O Deane 
Manarann, Rowewe, Sala, Qhester Apel &® Lawton, Manchester 


Mo@avuey, Wrestaw Diverpeal, Butcher May? Porlhaw & Hawittas Livegeal 





Br Axve’s Srancey Furewpry Stoe awp Bowtan Soomry, 8t Anne's Bohoolroam, Derdy 
lane, Old Swan, Liverpool. March 18 ; 





Mrvoas, Biusanern, pew Apel tt Gyanet, Mamadagéree 
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Movnrrort, James Brouwicu, Braunston, Northampton April 25 Peet, Cheapside 
Ossorye, Frances, Hull April 30 Thorney & Son, Hull 
Pace, Wiiu1am Worrnrye, Manchester, Stock Broker April 25 Cobbett & Co, Man- 


—— Hon Mary Teresa Lavy, Queen’s gate, Kensington April 25 Witham & Co, 
's inn 


Russert, Tuomas Josuva, Spurriergate, York, Cutler May6 H & J R Wood, York 
Szaztz, Gzrorce Arcumepes, Folkestone May 23 Darvill & Last, Windsor 

Sorsiz, Betsey, Sale, Chester April 30 Atkinson & Co, Manchester 

Swixsveye, Eury Mixwa, Harrogate, York April 20 Cousins & Cousins, Leeds 
Topp, Hzsry Fuiuer, South st, Greenwich April 27 Greene, Bury St Edmunds 
Troop, Rosrrt, Somerset, late Colonel April8 Geare & Mathew, Exeter 
Wanptaw, Peres, Crewe, Chester, Grocer May 23 Cooke, Crewe 


London Gazette.—Faripay, March 27. 

Bazsze, Jony, Halifax, Fruit Merchant April 25 Ingram & Huntriss, Halifax 
Baxztow, Rosesgr, Elton, Bury, Lancs, Bricksetter April 30 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 
Bazxazp, Netty Mavpe, Mysore rd, Lavender Hill, Battersea May 1 C & E Wood- 

roffe, Gt Dover 
Barros, Jous, Banbury, Oxford, Gent April15 Fortescue & Sons, Banbury 
Bourox, Mary Axx, Hove, Brighton May 11 Homewood, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Braxstos, Axx, Market Harborough April 30 Nicholson, Market Harborough 
Borizsz, Jouy, Withdean, Patcham, Sussex, Gent May 31 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 
Cazrzz, Asx, Devizes, Wilts April 20 Marshall, Devizes 
Cazrzs, Sauce. Jauzs, Devizes, Wilts, Draper April 20 Marshall, Devizes 
Cuapwicx, Rosgsgr, Accrington, Lancs April 28 Sharples & Son, Accrington 
Cooxs, Joszrs, Bournemouth May 1 Ballard & Barton, Bournemouth 
Cromrtox, Extiorr Arxtss, Wilmslow, Chester, Architect April30 Wigglesworth & 


Deas, Gzrorcz, Hanworth May 18 Robinson, Hounslow 

Pox, Jons Hzsar Woop, Plymouth, Gent May9 Greenway & Son, Plymouth 
Grrrorp, Jaues, Cambridge, Farmer May1 Eaden & Spearing, Cambridge 

Haut, Beexazp Vuiscest, Liverpool, Merchant April 30 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Hawoerrn, Rozzrgr, Blackpool, Horse Dealer May1 Read, Blackpool 





Hasurr, Jauns, Milton next Gravesend, Pilot May 11 Homewood, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Hoesrzz, Exitzs, Doncaster April 3) Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 

Hoesgr-Hrsr, Jasz, Somerset May 11 Attree & Co, New inn 

Jzyarss, Awsy Vavcnas, Monkton Combe, Somerst May 23 Rooke & Coker, Bath 
Krexwas, Josatuas, Pilkington, Lancs, Painter April 3) Butcher & Barlow, Bury 
Krreuss, Marruew, North Kelsey, Lincoln, Farmer May 1 Sowter, Brigg 

Lawns, Jous, Moseley, Worcester, Chartered Accountant March 31 Lewis, Birmingham | 
Lrsz, Exreazere Ass, Northleach,Glos May2 Francis & Son, Stow on the Wold 
Magri, Taomas, Gravesend, Kent, J P April30 Carr & Martin, Gt Tower st 
Masri, Hexer, Plymouth April 23 Lane & White, Plymouth 

Muarursos, Isazzita, Weston super Mare April 15 Foster, Aldershot 

Mozers, Hazerer Asx, Kingston on Thames April24 White, Bedford row 

Mozars, Wrt1au Hever, Kingston on Thames April2i White, Bedford row 


McCossocurz, James Apare, Victoria rd, Kensington, Civil Engineer May 1 C & 8 
Marron & Co, Sedfiord row 


Newas, Eowaxp, & Paul's rd, Canonbury, Engineer April 23 Byrne, Eastcheap 

Parruzos, Grozcz, Gateshead, Durham, Railway Inspector April24 Richardson, New- 
castle Um 

Rucer, Czazzes, Hare Hatch, ur Twyford, Berks Mayi1 Ponsonby, Gt George st 


co Jauzs Tzaouas, Auriol rd, West Kensington, Surveyor May 8 Newland, 
arwick xt. "a 
Bever, Bowass ee Osborne rd, Finsbury park, Esq April2 Sutton & Co, 


Scaziert, Tzomss Eekes Lewes, Sussex, Exq May 2 Ingram & Co, Lincoln’s inn | 
feids 


Sreap, Wutrax, Harrogate, York April ® Field & Co, Liverpool 
a Rowzzr, Park ri, Crouch End, Bookbinder April ®) Mann & Crimp, Eesex 


Tousmeacas, sg Rev Cugeursr Rectsary, Villa Batheaston, or Bath Mayi1 Bannister 
& (os, Joke &t, Bediord row 


Woeessms, Pecstsr, Hizstock Hall, or Market Drayton, falop, Keg 4 April ® Onions & 
Son, Market Drayun 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 31. 
Apams, Watrer, Manchester April1l Read, Manchester 
Axep, Saran, Halifax April17 Leach, Halifax 
Apruorp, Raypoirs Surmuey, Reading, Esq April27 Sturt, Ironmonger lane 
Arcuer, Saran, Redland, Bristol April15 Jefferies, Bristol 
aim . Aemnite Ann, Fernhead rd, Paddington May 1 Eagleton & Sons, Chancery 


Bartey, x, Wim, Saltley, Birmingham, Retail Brewer May 1 Ashford & Ashford, 


saseue Manearet, Pickering, Ontario, Canada May 15 Powell, Raymond bldgs 
Bremer, Aubert, Edgbaston, Gent May 1° Davis, Birmingham 

Bususy, Jouy, Liverpool June 30 Simpson & Cullingford, Gracechurch st 

Causiey, Susanna, Plymouth April 25 Bond & Co, Plymouth 

Cavstzy, Tuomas, Plymouth, Mariner April 25 Bond & Co, Plymouth 

Coomer, Tuomas, Basford, Chester, Farmer April4 Speakman & Flowerdew, Crewe 


Dz ee et Ay Lady Harriet Acnes, Twycross, Leicester May8 Wing & Du 
e, Gray’s inn 
Dixon. CHARLES James Vatentive, Old Trafford, Lancs, Brewer’s Manager May 1 
ixon & Manchester 


Epwazps, Marrua, Kington, Hereford May9 Temple & Philpin, Kington 
Semansen, Tieot Lyyz, Newton Abbot, Devon April 30 Hacker & Michelmore, New- 
ton t ; 


Goveu, Ricuarp, Edgbaston, Gent April 30 Foster & Kendrick, Birmingham 

GREENHILL, Joun Cooper, Shipston on Stour, Worcester, Grocer May18 Kilby & Mace 
* Chipping Norton 

Greenwoop, Lucy, Halstead, Essex May12 Harris & Co, Halstead 

Grzcory, James, Weaverham, Ches May26 Burton, Runcorn 

Gairrix, GaBriet, Longborough, Glos, Farmer May 18 Kilby & Mace, Chipping Norton 

Hawysoy, Broox, Lockwood, nr Huddersfield May1 Booth, Huddersfield 

Hazrvess, Joun, East Boldon, Durham Mayll Steel & Co, Sunderland 

Hayes, Anne Heten, Chester April 36 Flower, Manchester 

Heap, James, Salford, Lancs, Blacksmith April 30 Jones, Manchester 

Hisastoy, Freperice Coiurer, Plymouth, Gent May1 Reynolds Fox, Plymouth 


Macmitias, ALEXANDER, - mae st, Covent Garden, Publisher April 26 Hopgoods & 
wson, Whitehall p 


Makrsu, Exizabers, na Jeweller April 30 Hadley & Dain, Birmingham 
waar * Joun Henry, Stockley, nr Calne, Wilts, Farmer May 9 Spackman, 
Danese 


ttle 
Muss, Femoenice Tee Dorchester May 8 Steavenson & Couldwell, Grace- 


—. Marearet, Ledbury rd, Bayswater April25 Pritchard & Co, 


| Parginsos, Witttam Horrer, Wyberton, Lincoln, Farmer April 20 Parkinson, 


ding 
| Perry, ry, Northampton May2 Clarke & Calkin, Bedford row 
Pics, Sanan Axx, Plymouth April 30 Bond & Co, Plymouth 


| Ravenxscrort, Samvue., Runcorn, Sailmaker May 26 Burton, Runcorn 
| Ricuarps, Jou, Aston, nr Birmingham May1 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 


Rocesaes, Sposer euasat, Forest Hill, Kent, Shipbuilder April 30 Lockyer & Co, 

few Cross 

eee a Elsworth ter, Primrose Hill, Esq,CI E April 30 Bedford & Co, G 
‘ower 

| Row ixson, James, Acton, Northwich, Farmer May 26 Burton, Runcorn 


| Scuustzr, Mary, Wimbledon, Surrey April 30 Norton & Co, Victoria st, Westminster 


Sxipmore, James, Small Heath, Birmingham, Baker April 30 Foster & Kendrick’ 
Birmingham 

Stewart, Karuaninz, Montagu st, Portman April 28 Hopgoods & Dowson, 
Whi pl 5q P PE 

Tayor, Bexsamsx, Manchester, Printer April30 Adams, Manchester 


——- Joszru Con ot oamea of Wales ter, Kensington, Esq May Linklater & 


Bond ct, Walb: 


| Warezs, Many, Alvaston, Derby May8 J & H F Gadsby & Coxon, Derby 
| West, Evizavera Axx, Wadebridge, Cornwall June1 Symons, Wadebridge 


Witiiams, Davip, Kidwelly, Carmarthen, Farmer April 25 Browne, Carmarthen 

Wixert, James, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, Engineer May 11 Worrell & Sen, Colemanst 

Wits0x, Racuzt, Manchester April 24 Robinson & Co, Manchester 

Wirrox, Saucer Cuan.es, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester, Gent May 18 Farrar 
& Co, Manchester 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
iontom Gasttte —Purnt, March 7. 
EECEIVING OKUER4. 
er poues, Stock Exchange High Court Pet Fede 


Asvtas, , ie . Yorks, Cabinet Maker 

L ——— Pet March Ord March 23 t > 
PI wt, tittam, Vintec, Leica,Jcmer Ledeter Pt 
Mawh 2% (nt Mash Z 


Baccer, Grescex, Gaemn Stan YAMah & Ori 
Mark % 


—_<- ~ TR Wet HartlegrA, Jctner = tGunderland 

Zz. ang ng BA mg be 4, etal Keeget 

AEE ee atta, 

Ve Mark D Ori Mark & 

Bacewrrn, tamer. James, Hidh &, begttord, Corn Mear- 

Comrt Vee Marte? nh March % 

Baers, & C, Rew Varad 4, Explore aes High 
Cott YAM 7 Ori Mark 71 

Carros, Taomsee Westen, Semmmeriown, Oxtori, 

4 — —s oa pans U (rh March nH 

hath. 4 ett, Mle vem Thm Ve Marck 
(nh Naw . 


Dizos, Witttau Texroxp, Lincoln, Painter Lincoln Pet 
March % Ord March 2“ 


Exssort, J, Bromar rd, Camberwell, Civil Servant High 


Court Pa dan ®) Ord March 71 
Pauwect, Cusures Kicnann, Lower Sydenham, Kent, Boot | 
Hetailer sascowongey © Pet! March 21 Ord March 21 





Girton, Wittan, Northampton, Coal | 
Merch: 


ant Wiasashe Pet March % Ord | 

March @ 

Goweren, Janne, Awxworth, Notts, Collier Derby Pet | 
March % (rd March Z% 

Geareex, Kivaczyv, Michaelstome le Pit, Glam, Farmer 
Cartil Pt March @ Ord March % 

Haxrer and Rovewms, Manchester, Cycle Factors, Man- 
Ghesten Ve March 1% Ord March & 

Hanes, WEB, and W YB Wsnnis, Reynoldstme, Glam, 
Gres Gwanee Ve March WW Ord March 

Heenno, Jauce Henweer, and Vennenice Hewes, Laven- 
der bill, Clapham Junction, China Dealers 'Wande- 
worth Vet Marchi Ord March 1 

Hewrrt, Keormato K, Overstrand mandona, Watternen 
Vx, Cate Penton High Court Vet Feb 27 Ord 
Marh B) 

Heat, Gronee, Udloway rh High Court §=Vet March w 
O14 Mardi 

Aanee, Hewnry, & Co 


14, tenth ~TAtenham, Drayers 
KAumuntom Vet Jon 


O46 March hi is 


James, Louis Gronox Larry, Portscatho, Cornwall 
Travelling Draper Truro Pet March 25 Ord 
March 25 

| Jexxins, Evam, Tonyrefail, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Pontypridd Pet March 44 Ord March 24 

Joussox, Henny, Lutterworth —_.  deeememenes Leices 
ter Pet March 24 Ord March 

Kxpvis, Cranence, The Terrace, | rn Pk High 
Court Pet March6 Ord March 25 

| Lasmone, Joszrn, Bristol, Cattle Salesman Bristol Pet 

March 14 Ord March 26 
Mason, Henny were «x, Barnsley, Yorks, Beerhouse 
Keeper ‘et March 26 Ord March 23 
Marrunws, Fuanx cod Cullompton, Devons, Inn- 
keeper Ex Pet March 246 Ord March 28 
Mctwosn, Joun Owen, Topeliffe, Yorks, Landscape Gar- 
dener Northallerton Pet March 24 Ord March 24 


| 


| Mevex, Jony Henny, Basinghall st High Court Pet 


March 6 Ord March 26 
Newits., Heany H, Cheyne court, Chelsea, Author High 
Court Pet March? Ord March 25 


Nixow, Hawny Corrun, New Crom rd, Kont, Professor of 
Music Greenwich Pot March 24 Ord March 2 


| Nowrnoven, Anpamw Henny, Stourton vm, Innkeeper 
Salisbury 


Pot March 12 ‘Ord March 2 
Onnonn, Narnane, Wavertree, Liverpool, Builder Liver- 
pol Vet Match 6 Ord March 2 





=———— 
PROCTER, Gr 
March 2 
mre 
ADOLP! 
aa 3 S| 
TauEtt, FRE 
= 
TLSON. 
, Pet Mar 
‘WIxEBERG, 
Portsmo 


WOOD, v 
Yar jiaham 
Amended 
38, ALEX. 
” Pet Mar 
Amendec 


qTEN, A) 
” Feb 19 


ANDERSON; 
April 8 

ArTwoop, 
12.30 | 
Bariow, A 
9 at by 
RNIE, JA! 
" ‘April 2 

~ ‘Tyne 
Bowmas, | 
April 1 

BuRNetTT, 
at 11 J 
Cooper, J: 
ff Re 


Fowxsr, \ 
at 3.30 
mouth 

Hexson, ' 
April 
tinghe 

Hoap, Ti 
Plum! 

” 

Ho.ett, 
Off R 

Hunt, Gz 
bidgs 

Jounson, 

April 
Lewis, M 
April 
Lippik, 
April 
Tyne 
Linpsey, 
at 2.! 

Manner 

Mannix 
Apri 

Moorr, . 
at 2. 

Ransom, 
12 | 

Rexp, / 
Esse 
Care 

Rexs, W 
at 3 

Rrynou! 
chm 

Ropinsc 

ll 

Rosest. 

Ree 
Balu, | 

k 
Sims, A 

Ap! 


Tomas 
ll. 


Wau Kt 


Asem 
Anke 
Pr 
Ari 
P 


Back 
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Procter, Grorce, Gt Grimsby, Engineer Gt Grimsby Pet 

March 23 Ord March 23 

Roorrs, Witt1am Ricketts, Dorchester, > ea Dealer 
Dorchester Pet March 23 Ord March 

Sims, ApoLPHUS Hersert, Cwmtaff, nr Merthyr Cardiff 
Pet Jan 24 Ord March 2 

Tavett, Freperick, Broadway, Hammersmith, Fishmon- 

High Court Pet March 24 Ord March 25 

Senos Joun, wipe Worcs, Farmer Birmingham 
Pet March 13 Ord March 25 

WInEBERG, el “Tote rt, Hants, House Furnisher 
Portsmouth Pet March 12 Ord March 25 

Yarwoop, Wit11am Hewry Barrey, ra Bolt Maker 

Oldham Pet March 23 Ord March 2: 


Amended notice substituted for that ae in the 
London Gazette of Marc! 
Ross, ALEXANDER Lesuiz, Rochdale, >i Rochdale 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 20: 


qrex, ArTaur Hersert, Sydenham Greenwich Pet 
Farmed 19 Ord March 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
AtrreD, Keighley, Yorks, Cabinet Maker 
S8atil Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
April 8 at 


ANDERSON, 
April 8 

Artwoop, WILLIAM, Ibstock, Leics, Joiner 
12.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Bartow, Arraur, Cheetham, Manchester, Plumber April 
9at 2.45 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, chester 

Binniz, James Sneppon, Newcastle on Tyne, Compositor 
April 20 at 11.30 Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Tyne 

eenae, Grorezr, Ambhurst rd, Hackney, Bootmaker 
April 10 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Buavett, Taomas Henry, Gt Grimsby, Builder April 9 
atll Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Cooper, Joun Aurrep, Liverpool, Painter 1 pri 8 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victorio st, Liverpool 

Crow, Joux, Brockley, Kent, Brick Manufacturer April 
10 at 2.30 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Frouxes, Grorrrey C H, Maidstone, Kent April 10 at 10.45 
Off Rec, 9, King st, Maidstone 

Fow ser, WittiaM, Landport, Hants, Bootmaker. April 7 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge J unction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Hexson, Toomas Wituram, Nottingham, Oyster Dealer 
April9 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- 
tingham 

Hoap, Foomes, sen, Bevington rd, North Kensington, 
Plumber April 14 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey 


st, 

Houerr, Tuomas, Kennford, Devon, Baker April 9 at 10 

ff Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Hoyt, Grorez, Holloway rd April 10 at 12. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Jounson, Henry, Lutterworth, Leicester, Watchmaker 
April8at3 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Lewis, MorGan, Ammanford, Carmarthen, Farm Labourer 
April 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Lippe, Epwin Percy, Blyth, Northumberland, Clothier 
April 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 

e 

Linpsry, Grorer, Walthamstow, + hg Draper April10 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

MAnvERs, Cosme, Calne, Wilts, Farmer AprilSati11 Off 

ec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Maxnixas, Arraur, Drayton, nr Chichester, Dairyman 
April 8 at 3 Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 

Moore, Anrnony Joun, Martin’s In, Accountant April 30 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Raysom, Grorcr Epwarp, Hastings, Hawker April 13 at 
12 Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

Rexrp, —_~ and Georges Wituiam Reep, Stratford, 

Builders April 13 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs, 


Care “Jy 

Rexzs, Wass Joun, Pontyemmer, Glam, Hosier April 8 
at3 Off Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Rrynoups, Henry, Manchester, Baker April 9 at 3 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Ronixson, Francis, Earl’s Court, Auctioneer April 13 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rosxsiape, Joun Tresie, Nottingham April 9at12 Off 
Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

BasuK, Janna, Penarth, Glam, Grocer April 8 at 11 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff’ 

Sims, ADOLPHUS Herverr, Owntaff, nr Merthyr, Timekeeper 
April 24at10 Off Reo, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Tnomas, Witz1am, Aberkenfig, Glam, Moulder April 8 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Wavxer, Frepenick, Great Grimsby, Builder April 9 at 
10.80 Off Reo, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Witwiams, WinuraMm, Dolgelly, Hotei Proprietor April 10 


or 


atll Angel eo Dolgell 
Wray, Oa thee gston upon Hull, Salesman April 10 at 
ll rinity House lane, Hull 


Youna, : yon Bermondsey, Manufacturing Confectioners 
April’ 10 at LL Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Amended notice substituted for that pained in the 
London Gazette of Maroh 24 


Cuarman, Conprtia Hexen, ‘Truro, Tobacconist April 2 
at2 Off Reo, Boscawen st, Truro 


ADJUDICATIONS., 
Axpenson, ALrret oighley, rka, Cabinet 
Bradford Pet Marche oa Miareh 9 ee eee 
ARK RLL, Corrers.t Sadoremtent, Glee Cheltenham 
Pot Feb 24 Ord Fob 2 
Arrwoop ain, Tato, Taloostor 
m Pot Maro b.29 Ord Maroh 
soxaooes fs . enameer, Oxford, Gent High 
Court Pet Deo 4 Ord Maroh 4 . 


iain, Joiner 





tox 3 un wbatwons eae 


Ree eee Oldham Oldham Pet March 23 Ord 

Barynprivce, James, West = an Joiner Sunderland 

Ln Wenpene Hi Hingwood, Hants, Hotel Keeper 

Mn My mt March 2 $5 Oud Mazeh 35 Wheelwright 
High Court Pet Jan 20 


Ord March 25 
Doves, Epwarp, a Leather ans Sundeo- 
and Pet March18 Ord March 2 


Gentine, Tuomas oe Summertown, Oxford, 
Builder Oxford Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

Cousins, Peter, Ynysybwl, Glam, y # Pontypridd Pet 
March 23 Ord March 24 


h 
Drxox, Witi1am Tuxrorp, Lincoln, Painter Lincoln Pet 
March 24 Ord March 24 


Dosss, Gzorce, Gloucester st, Theobald’s rd, Furniture 
Dealer High Court Pet March 20 Ord March 24 

Epwarps, Josepa Cuartes, Burgh, Lincs Boston Pet 
Jan 28 Ord March 24 

Farne.t, Coartes Ricnarp, Lower Sydenham, Boot Re- 
tailer Greenwich Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Feytoy, Bensamin, Preston, Tobacconist Preston Pet 
Feb 26 Ord March 23 

FisHer, — Newgate st, sient Victualler High 
Court Pet Feb2i1 Ord March 

Girrorp, ‘oo. Thrapston, ~ a Coal Mer- 
chant Northampton Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

GittettT, Grorce, ——, Sussex, oe Ton- 
bridge Wells Pet March 3 Ord March 1 

Gopser, James, Awsworth, Notts, Collier Derby Pet 
March 19 Ord March 23 


Gopparp, Samvet, Grove rd, Brentford, Auctioneer Brent- 
ford Pet Feb 25 Ord March 

Gratrex, Epuunp, Michaelstone le Pit, Glam, Farmer 
Cardiff Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

How1t, Frank, Birmingham, Commission Agent Birming- 
ham Pet March 25 


6 Ord March 
James, Louis Grorcz Larry, Portscatho, Cornwall, 
velling Draper Truro Pet March 25 Ord 

March 25 

co, Evans, Tonyrefail, i, et Victualler 
Pontypridd Pet March 24 Ord Marc 

Jounson, Henry, Caeacesth, og  wetitendine 
Lei Pet March 23 Ord’ March 23 

Mason, Henry Sepewick, Barnsley, Rel Beerhouse 
Keeper Rarnsley Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

Marruews, Frank Courtney, Cullom ae 2 Devon, Inn- 
keeper Exeter Pet March 23 0) 

Mavuauan, Tuomas, jun, Sunderland, teed Sunder- 
land ‘Pet Jan 27 Ord March 21 
McQuoyrr, Joun Owes, To e, Yorks, Landscape 

Gardener Northallerton Pet March24 Ord March 24 
Nicnotsoy, Arruur Waker, Penarth, Glam, Solicitor 
Cardiff Pet Feb 15 Ord March 20 
Nixon, Henry Correr, St Leonard x -, ane of 


usic Greenwich Pet March 23 


Partren, Artaur Herpert, seihaiiien an Guoadia 
Pet Feb 19 Ord March 20 
Procter, Grores, Gt Grimsby, Engineer Gt Grimsby 
Pet March 23 Ord March 23 
Rers, Witu1am Jonn, Pontyewmmer, Glam, Hosier Cardiff 
Pet M March 23 


Sasuk, James, Penarth, Glam, Grocer Cardiff Pet March 
14 Ord March 23 

Sims, Apotpsus Hersert, Cwmtaff, nr Merthyr, Time- 
keeper Cardiff Pet Jan 22 Ord March 22 

Stater, Tuomas, Lostock Gralam, Cheshire, Grocer 
Nantwi Pet March 2 Ord March at 

Trips, Hexry, Liangoven, Mon, Farmer Newport, Mon 
Pet Feb 22 Ord March 21 

Tuck, Austin Tavawiy, .~ waa Boot Dealer Lincoln Pet 
March 4 Ord March 2 

Wurrrnovuss, Epwarp, a = Merchant Bir 
mingham Pet Jan 20 Ord March 

Yarwoop, Wintiam Henry Batitey Oldham, Bolt Maker 
Oldham Pet March 23 Ord March 23 


London Gazette.—Torspay, March 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
none, Eurza,  erarone Nottingham Pet March 27 


pean H, Wat oo Lene, Sussex, Butcher Brighton 
Pet March 13 Ord March 2 

Cartwrieut, THomas, Kettering, Merthamptons North- 
ampton Pet Feb 4 Ord March 28 

Crane, Cuaries James, Writtle, Essex, Builder Chelms- 
ford Pet March 44 Ord March 24 

Crrrouuey, Tuomas, hae pues Lanes Warrington Pet 
March 28 Ord M 

Demrsry, Tromas Sg Bootle, a, ee Chandler 

Pet March 28 Ord Mare 

ILLIAM Aveustix, Sallingtony 8 ea Farmer 

Brig’ Pet March 28 Ord 

Epwanxps, Davio, Barnt Green, Mg Builder Birming- 

pains Gana ae el , Fishmonger High 

rank, Thomas, Par 

Court Pet Maroh 9 Oni March 

Frasuxe, Vincent Jamra, Welhasetow, Essex High 
Court Pet prec 26 Ond March 26 

Ga.ianen, R W, Walbrook, Stockbroker High Court Pet 

Maroh ® Ord bees a 

Ginsoy, Euszanern, Askham, Bryan, nr York, Miller York 
Pet March 2 Ord w 


Grsporn, James Sasa, Ledeen Leicester Pet March 
Qa as, bra ras Southampton, Schoolmaster South- 
van, Stoney Manriy 
March #8 Oni Maroh 98 
oe "Bale. nabeenper Wrexham Pet 


Hinpnep, y Bt, at , at, ies row, Adver 
tial _ High Court Pet March 18 Onl 


| Ld Halton Rast, Yi Farm Labourer Rrad- 
Pet March 2 Ont ane 


Shall, st, Rxhibition 
Oni Mareh af 


THhreaera, = 
Mareh 6 Ord 
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JacKsox, 


Epwanp, 

Kno Pet March 26 _ Ord 
inc, ANTHONY Herpert, Green, Tottenham, Clerk 

Edmonton Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
Iaxarp, W J, & Sons, ing, Essex, Coal Merchants 
rane Hee Oe ae Yo Pe 
ISTER, YOuNG, 

March27 Ord March : 


7 
Mason, Joux, Hereford, Painter Hereford Pet March 28 
Ord March 28 


Mitise, Wii11am Canes, Carlisle, Horse Dealer Car- 
lisle. Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


Nosuz, Jonx Hayprorts, Ashton under Fire Loss 
Assessor Ashton under Lyne Pet 25. Ord 
P aaa Ep Dental Surgeon 
ALMER, JAMES Epwiy, 
Pet March 17 a7 
iar Sarees, Neath, Grocer Neath Pet March 25 
Bavee, Bexsauix, Trebanog, Glam, Licensed Victualler 


Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Roserts, esoees, Remmenat, iia Truro Pet March 
28 


Ord March 
om Jouy Hesry, - eS Baker Wolverhamp- 
Pet March 25 Ord March 


vg Heemayy Avoust Max, = Tym, Pro- 
— - ker Newcastleon Tyne Pet 16 Ord 

Scorr, Tuomas Enxyest, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 
March 28 Ord March 28 

Stator, Wiuiiam Row rasp, tte, Kiem, Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet March 26 bg tng 


Srarxes, Frames Jaxe, Morning lane, Homerton, Pro- 
vision Merchant High Court Pet March 27 Ord 


March 27 

Sreeve, Atreep, Bristol, House Decorator Bristol Pet 
March 27 Ord March 27 

Stoxog, Janz, East Stanley, Darham, Wine Merchant 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 27 Ord March 27 


Srripe, WituaM Ry Sa. 
Southampton Pet 


Tuomas, Ropert, patna Licensed Victualler 
Pet March 26 Ord March 25 

TocHitt, ALBert, and Witutiam Hexey Wispearr, Tot- 

a et 3rd, — Makers High Court Pet Feb 


2 
Tresize, Groace , RES Kerley, Kea, Cornwall, 
Farmer Truro Pet March 28 Ord March 28 


Wenssrer, F J, Clapham, Surrey Wandsworth Pet March 
2 Ord March 26 


Wines, Watrer, Dudley, Worcestershire, Clerk Dudley 
Pet March 26 Ord 3 
-Wriurams, James, Thraxton, Herefordshire, i= 
Hereford Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
Wiremas, A R, Threadneedle st, Stockbroker High Court 
Pet Jan 31 Ord March 27 


Yates, Wituram, Hunslet, Leeds, Contractor Leeds Pet 
March 26 Ord March 26 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 27 : 


Harper, Rosert, and Wiiserrorncs Ricuagps Rorawett, 
Manchester, Cycle Factors Manchester Pet March 16 
Ord March 25 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Barxer, Acasvs Raiver, West Hartlepool April 9at$ 
Ree, 25, st, 


of John 

Bortos, ALrrep, st, Uxbridge, Plumber April 9 
ati2 The Chequers Hotel, at, Ux 

Brooxs, Wiiuax, Birmi 14 at 

row, Birmingham 

Ciarxe, Ricnarp, Booths Mill, Ches, Corn Miller April 
9 atl C8 Sn, S, See Bee, eee 

Coupee, Bae S Boscombe, Chemist AprilSati Og 


jo Auice Grornataxa Hanrve, East Cowes, I W, 
Spinster April llat3 Of Reo, Newport, 1 W 
DsBvussy, ge & Hvutes, Bockhampton, Hants April 
Ot Ree, 


Sati 
Davay, nnn Bousrratp, , Oxford, Licensed 
Vietuall 


er April 10 at 12 Rankruptes Ontice, Oxford 


Euurs, Many Burzanera, Folkestone, Kent, Hous 
Keeper April 17 at 9.90 Oe 1S Case tastes 
Fronayce, Jam 


@ x Bryan, Yorks, Miller April 
mys at 12.90 or 2S, Stonegate, York 

= yey Apzil S$ at 12 
G mars. Bowes, Michael i Om Bae 
Garex, Groner, Ni Apell Il at 


12.0 oe fae oan 
roe, Janes, Sutaghen, Set Bene April Wat 
Masarrs, Bo Devon, Howse Decorater 
apea’s rp terse Kingntes De prhery 
mt oka ues Yorks, Burm Labourer Apri 


rew, 


Ja Lovre Groner La gone Qorawall, Tre. 
Draper Ape 9 at 12 O® Reo, Bosmawee =, 


Jamra, Nene Hevar, Beaminster, Doret, Saddler 
April 9 peer boowr 


Tame, Jo Cattle Saleeman April 2) at 13.90 
ort — Bratt 
Laveen, Youre, Follifoot, Yorks, April 9 at 2 


shenien tienen Gee 


sath Xk ‘Ateamag ton Temes 
ae} Lift © Kear 


Ne 
yey) a — al 








April 4, bee 
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03 Ralls op London a Begs April 13 
Purvis, duos -15 Off Ree, 


rr Solicitor April 13 at 11 29, 
Queen st, Cardiff 

Saypzrs, Caanies, Stonchouse, Devon, Grocer April 8 at 
12.30 10, ymouth 


ter, Pl 
Tomas, Micuart Cors1sx, St Budeaux, nr Devonport, 
Butcher April § at 11.30 10, Atheneum terrace, 


Wiuu14n, Merthyr Tydfil, Dra: A 10 at 3 

65, Merthyr "a 
ENRIETTA Mania O’Donnect, West Sandown, 

IW_ April 16at1.15 Queen’s Hotel, 
big ~ Jouy py Bricklayer April 10 at 
Seataeeee Lesomges 

Werrroo ERICK WEsT- 
Jopuien Sol atill 23, Col- 
Wail Grocer April 8 at 10.30 Off 
Wiusos, Joux, Farmer April Sat12 923, 


He 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of March 24: 
Garairt, Avstis, , Surrey April9atil Off Rec 
9, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
with, Samcet James, ord, Corn Merchant High 
March bra Starch 35 rags 


Pessexre, Visceyt come 5 ~ ccd High Court 


a ~- wy omy ¥ Miller 
ur York 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 —_ 
Geant tans Canssm, Edens Leicester Pet March 
% Ord March & 


Hazrze, Boerer, and ‘Wisenvoscs Bicuazps Rorzwett, 
Manchester 


Manebester, Cycle Factors Pet March 16 
a nad Ker, Battersea Park, Cab Proprictor | 
ALD 4 
ae t Pet Feb2 Ord March & 


Maserizxo, 
March 12 Ord 
Maser, toe Hand, Fonte Hereford Pet March 2 


Matienhes4, Berks, Master Bailder 
Meter Paes Ord March 77 


Merizz, Wittisax Bm i on ng 1 Carlisle 
Pet March & inte —teell 


2 
dims Wi 
ons = Sot Raker Warehamp- 


is 
J 
Mt 
i 
if 


Rowiasn, tink Lines, Varmer | 
Mark > Ok ante 
tomence Jam 


Worth apd serail 


int 
‘ii 
iN rt 
i 


i! 
i 
Pie | : 
ay 
AH 


7 
Ni { 
t 
tet 
ia 
ii 


ci 
i 
N 
| 
re 


> 


Tomes, Cuartorre Mary, i Sussex, 
Mnufhture’™ High "Court Wet Marek 16 Ord 
Wipes, we tan Dudley, Worcs, Commercial Clerk, 
Dudley Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
Wass James, Thruxton, Herefordshire, 
Agent ag =! Pet March 35. Ord March 35 
orthfield, Worcs, Farmer Birmingham 
Y Ww: 1 Handel, Leet, Contractor Leeds Pet 
ates, WILLIAM, e' 
March 26 Ord March 


; Witsox, Joxnx, 
Pet March 


Amended ae Foy seer that eet in the 
London Gazette of March 20 


Bowmay, Grorcz Freperice, Amhurst - Hackney: 
Bootmaker High Court Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
Amended Notice substituted for that ree in the 
London Gazette of March 27 
Gittett, Gzeorce, Etchingham, Sussex, Diner Tunbrid, 
Wells Pet March 16 Ord March 23 - 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Meyer, Max Emit, Cannon st, eg . Court 
Adjud Aug 23, 1893 Annu! March 25, 








All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced im procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxitcrrors’ JoURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 


765,000, £70,000, and £175,000 to be Lent 
cn ood Preehlds or Lganholds at 2, and « pe 
ae, no agents.—R., 24, Birchington-road, Lo: 











GQOLIOFORS and CAPITALISTS having 

Funds to invest in Ground Rents and Mortgages 
please coi md with Gzouspy Egst, care of Bates, 
Hendy, & Co., 37, Walbeook, BC. 


| | WANTED, £80,000 at pease per cent. on 
first mortgage 4a vi at 

‘of Freehold Estate valued 
£30,000, and producing £12,000 a year income; money 
tmaust remain for at least ten years.—Trustees or Solicitors 
| please apply in first instance to A. B., care of Westerton’s, 
i Saighsteiige, Lenics, 8.W. 


AW PARTNERSHIP. Solicitor, ee 
capital, requires Junior Bp mee ip in Country 
yo good references. —Send full particulars to Box, 35, 


AW. _ Wanted, he a West- ind mm of 

London Solicitors, a Conveyancing Cierk competent 

to undertake Conveyancing and Family Business with or 

Without supervision of ye Junior Conveyanc- 

ing Clerk accustomed to branch of business. oe apply, 
ee cee selene, ae &e., to Z. Z., care of 

BE. F & Son, 33, Fleet-street, BC, 

















AW.—A Solicitor of experience ond with 
requires a Clerkship in a good office, with a 
view to EB. A., ** Solicitors’ 


@ Partnership. — 
Journal,” “a, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
AW.—A firm of Solicitors, having a  laree e 
4 pose ats wasiel gunction, have p Spanner See for an Artic 
We exceytional antages to thoroughly 
| | aen” the iat We Lex, Harrison's, 465, Mt. 








' 





‘OMPETENT CONVEYANCING and 
thorvugh! General Clerk secks He- 
Aherwise;, excellent 
om, | mmthala,—Lax, th, Grays, Lasex. 


| QOLICITORS, TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, 
- <4 DEVENTUKE-HOLDEES. —Ttanp & Ian, 
rahe an Valuers, Cracech 


T arch ~ erect, 
} al} =, carte om sapnns’ So Dest afran- 
tage. tae yeaa man under lands 
Oauma Act, Lannen by Vise, ke. onty yearw experience. 


mom | VALUATIONS Joa nase § & Modern and Old Laces, 
fe, bee i Voint and Modern Keal 
High | 1 Lacan, ( Har w ans/s, 1 and 166, 


’ 





WN ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS,’ 


jurveyors, 
6, IRONMONG ANE CHEAPSIDE: E.C., and 
‘908, BRIXTON HILL. AL BW. (Established 1778.) 





NRY SCRUTON, 
AUCTIONEER, SURVEYOR, LAND and ESTATR 


AGENT, 
Undertakes the Collection of Rents and Management of 
ies in Town or Country, 

‘ a ty by Auction or Private Treaty of all descriptions 
0 pe: 

S) for Mortgages and Dilapidations, and Arrange. 
ments of Compensation 

Smee for Fire, Life, Accident, and Burglary 


Terms and all other information may be obtained at 
DACRE HOUSE, 


ARUNDEL STREET, STRAND, W.C. 
Telegraphic Address : Scrutiny, Loxpoy 


INCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS (North side),— 

To be Let, at a moderate rental immediate 

possession, together or separately, OFFICES on three 

floors; four front rooms (in one of which are two large fire. 

proof safes) and oo muse ‘ey orrencenells 
excellent.—For particulars apply ICHARD SwitTH 

Sons, 26, Lincoln’s-inn-fields as, WC. . 


ARRIAGES INSURED AGAINST 
ACCIDENTS, whether caused by Collision, the 
Falling, Bolting, or Kicking of Horses, or by being Run 
Into by on Vehicles. age issued for the Year or 
Season only. Prospectuses post free.—Carrrace Insur- 
ance Company, Limirep, 17, Pall Mall East, London, 8.W. 
Agents wanted. 











Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL sysvnancz compaxy 
umirep, FIRE. 


Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


\NUARDIAN FIRE AND LIvE ASSUR- 
ANCE COMPANY, LIMITED 
Temporary Head Offices—6, Princes-street, Lenton, EC. 
Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, T'wo Millions. 
Cuarzuan—J. J. Hamiiton, Esq. 
Deruty-Caarmmax—Davip Powett, Esq. 

Fire Policies which expire at LADY-DAY should be 
renewed at the Offices of the Company or with the Agents, 
on or before the 9th day of Applications for 
Agencies invited. 

Manager of Fire Depertment—A. J. Rerrox. 
IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
Considerably over surrender vaiue given. 


Speedy settlements and highest references. 
Reversions Life rca purchased. 


LN 
Insurance Broker, 85, High-strect ‘West, Sunderland. 








HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Loumasne 
eTaeet, and 57, Cuarixa-cross, Lonpow. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


W.C.Macpowarp,)} Joint 
¥. B. Macpvowatp, § Secretaries. 





EDE AND SOF, 


ROBE Abe: MAKERS. 


“ eng yo APPOINTMENT 


To Her a gt Oo Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Jodbael honch, of London, ko. 


ROBKS YOR QUSEN’S COUNSKL AND HARKISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Kobes, University and Ulergy Gowns. 
MATALLIGHED 1060, 


94, OHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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